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FOREWORD 



•This is the final report of the evaluatibn of the D.IALIB project— 
an Investigation pf the Public. Library as a Linking Agent to Major 
Scientific, Educational,- Sbcial'and Environmental Data Bases. It was 
conduc^ted by Applied Communication Research^ jlnc. with the support of 
the National Science Foundation and Lockheed Missiles & Space Company, 
Inc.* ' ' 

The report is presented in seven gectioris* and ^ four ajjpendiceB. 

Section r provides an introduction to »4:he study and a brief summary 
of the finding^.. - " j \» 

Section II .is a background section which describes, the national 
jbackground against t;hich this study was connected. 



4 
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Section III is a discussion of the thiijd year of the DIALIB 
project. , ' , j . ' ' 

' Section IV compares the three years of the ,DI4LIB project . • o 

J - Section V presents conclusions regarding online searching in the 
public library. • 

-Section VI describes problem areas which any library considering 
online searching must confront. 

- - "'^ 

Section VII discusses three areas ^in ^wliich additional research is' 
needed. - , • : 

V ■ . • 

Appendix. I contains statistical tables describing the DIALIB data. 

Appendix II is a study on the cos-t of online bibliographic searching in 
the DIALIB libraries conducted' for ACR by Michael Cooper and Nancy DeWath. 

- Appendix III is a "mini-study" of repeat users -of DIALIB services. - 

Appendix IV Is another mini-study comparing local vs. network search 
systems in the DIALIB project. - 



* This report is based on research supported by tlhe Division of Science ' 
Information, National Science Foundation under Gi/ants DSI74-13972-A02 and 
DSI76-O1120. .Opinions, findings, conclusions', and recommendations contained 
In this report are th6se of the author -^md do not necessarily reflect *the 
views of the^ Naticmal Science Foundatioa. 
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I . INTRODUGTIOIT 

In 1974, tockheed Infortftation System?" receivecj^ a grant ^win, the Natiedal 
Science Eoundation to conduct a study to- -determine the viability of providing , 
access to major online bibliographic databases to the public via the public 
library, and to assess the impact of such a service on the library. T^j'e 
Lockheed DIALOG Information Retrieval Service w^s, used for online retrieval. 
Applied- Communication *Resear'l>h, Inc., served as ^vaLuator for the project. 
A -detailed description .of the project is provided in the interim two-year 
reports Jl,18] of this project; * ^ ^ • ' 

A two-year project was initially planned in which the. libraries 
would offer access to the data bases free^of charge during the first year . 
but; would have to recover 50 percent of the search costs during the second 
ye^r. At the end of the second yeap.it was decided to extend the project 
for a third year in whi'ch.the libraries would recQver all the retri^v^l 
ser^Mice costs (terminal connect time .and; printing charges). 

The project wa^ carried out in, cooperation with the Cooperative ' > 

Information Netvcrlc — a network of public and private libraries, in San 'lateo 
and jSanta CLara counties in California.* Four public libraries participated' 
in the* first two years of the projec tj^h'e Redwood City Public Library, the 
San Jose Pqblic Library, the San Mateo County .Library and the Santa' Clara 
County Library. The Redwood .City Public Library withdrew frora—t-he "project' 
at the end of the^second y^ar^ and the Santa Gl^ara Cpjunty Library withd^r^w 
shortly thereafter. " ^ • ' ^ . 

The first year of the projec^was primarily a le^arning period. .The 
service was i^nitially advertised! quite ^widely, ' and no limits were attached 
to its use. The free search poj&cy genera'ted a, significant sear,ch volume 
and librarians found themselves hard-pressed' to cope with it. Since patrons 
did npt pay -for the searAes,jthe librarians - spent little time in preparation 
and devoted most of their efforts 'to working online with' the data bases. 

, The librarians "learned" the individual data bases by conducting searches 
on them'. This also tended, to increase the online connect tlime. The large number 
of se*arch requests proved to be a signfjcant drain on the staffs resources / 

sof the'participating libraries. The initial response was tq^immediateiy cut alT^ 
publicity efforts. 'One library attempted to withdraw from the project but was 
finally able to ccmtinue after a local universitx^provided /staff assistance 
for searching, (t^e service wa's heavily used \>y university studerrts) * 

- All^our libraries xhose to provide t|fe 50 percent support .requirement 
through Che Imposition of patron fees. The impo^sitlon of_fe^s generated 
an^ abrupt drop in search request volume (although the volume gradually 
increased after the initial drop). In the sec5nd yea^r^the ^se'arch style- 
changed* significantly. Staff ti-me per search increased (p'riii\^r ily in 
presearch preparation) the connect tim^ per search decreased, 'and the 
number of' citations increased. The participating ifb-raries continued the , 
policy of no publicity established during * the firpt year, eveh'though th^ 
search volume had dro{>p^ significantly and no longer 'posed a significant 
threat to straff time. ' * - * *_ / * 

Most of the' third' year o-f the project was conducted ^with* only two ' . 
Rbraries* ^Both librai'i.es again chose /to pass all'^search cjjsts on as 
patron fees. The search volume remained ^relatively constant — well below * 
what> the librarians felt was the "stFess, level" , but the policy of no 
publicity continued. • ^ . ' " 

' ■ ■ ' - ■ 2' • , . 



^* 

On' this page we willT^^otTTStltef^ry^-^Qjl^^ major findings of. 

the *study. A more detailed discWsion of thesT^Hn^ltn^s^-iia^be found 
•In Sections V ^nd Vl of the report. Specific subsections, are XnaTtrai:-e<L^_ 
for each finding. . " ' ♦ s . ) '^"^"^ 

There is a market for existing data bases. Tlie market 'is composed 
primarily of relatively sophisticated inforraatlfon users — graduate students,.' 
technical ^nd managerial professionals, etc — who da not haye other conven- 
ient *means^ of access ^to online sefii:chlng. (V.l) ^ — ^ 

. The public library is quite capable of meetin^this market. Many 
•-" librarians became ijuite accomplished searchers . As generalists, they ^ * 
^ , lacked subject specialization, but this did not appear to l)e a major \ , 

' problem. (V.2) * * * 

* "* ' * ** 

\^ V 

SupportiTig the service^ financially is a major, problem.. Botiu primary 
approaches (free and pay) have advantages and disadvantages. The fee-for 
service question is currently a major philosophical , issue within the public 
libnairy community, ' . 

< • • 

^ Establishing limits to the service is a major problem and one that- 
should be considered very carefully by ariy library considering . of ferlng 
online se'a^chlng. (VI. 1). • < . • *^ 

Development and ^implementation of an online reference service requires 
a substantial commitment in terms of staff time. Failure to adequately ^'plan. 
for^ staff time can lead to major problems. (VI. 2) 

^ . Staff attituTO^ toward, and support for, the online search service are 

a major determinant of success. TJie support and commitmenJt b£ \he library 
J* director and head reference librarian are crucial to success. (IV. 2, 
^ VI. 3)- ^' • ' - V ' • ' 

Promotion and' education — both for library staff and for users — is 
''essential. F'ailure ^to- promo te« the service may deny some groups access 
to it'. Failure to educate may create false illusions. (VI, 5) , . ^ 

*- * <^ 

Adequate searcher training is essential. This""^entails not only system 
training, but also data base training. -(VI'%6) 

' • • . -4 ■ ^ — . 7 ' 

Adequate documentation — both of the search system and^ the data bases/- 
is essential. This ^requires investment on^the pajrt of the library. {VI. j) 

A critical, maps of^searches is necessa^ to maintain searcher competence. 
Most librarians feLt 5-10 searches per mo nth .y e re needed t.Q_jaaintain 
search skills for a particular data base. (VI.8) 
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I I ♦ BACKGROUND 



• 

V^The DIALIB project^was conducted against the background of a turbulent* 
rkpidly changing public library system. To some extent, this -project 
reflected* the current/ turmoil in. public libraries* Because it both -affected 
and was affected by ^his turmoil, it is important to describe the overall 
background or setting within which the project was conducted. In the 
following pagas.,j*^.have tried to describe some qf the« major forces acting 
on public. librariesT^-^AQknowledge that it ls*not exhaus4:ivefatvd that it 
has been developed* from "outside" ^jthe public library system. , . ; 



11*1 The Information Revolution v. » . o 

.Library services are^ now ixi the midst of a revolution*; the revolution 
is caused in part by the ,new/discipline of information science as'it is 
applied to the traditional field of library science^, and the new emphasis , 
on technical training of librarians. Advances in compufer, information, 
and fcoirShunicat ions technology lie behind the library revolution, becau^se 
>the compucter and associated communication links are the tools that make the 
transformation of the library possible.^ Linking ofJ.ibrary patrdt:is*to 
Computer data bases is. one example of how *compu.ter and communications 
technology can be applied to expand tradJLtibnal library services. 

•Innovations, however, are often slow in gaining wid^^pread- accefp- 
tance*, -because they must establish their value against "tried and true" 
methods. Other factors play a role* in slowing the, adoption of an innova- 
tion; one significant barrier^to innovati'veness is an junf avorahle financial 
position. As Everett Rogers has indicated in his study of the diffusion^of 
innovations "wealth and innbvativen^ss appear to go Mnd-in-hand-" [22] 
The public 'lil5rary''s funding and riesources are its major constraints. 

Yet', it is the unfavorable financial position of puW-ic libraries that 
^akeS^it imperative for thfem to use tooJ.s offered by modern technology, for^ 

these tools may offer improved e'fficiency and qu^lity'of service. 'Furtherm9re , 
•a modern, innovative librai-y juay be able tp attract 'and keep the support of 

the population it serves, and to play a central , role in the life^ of it^ 

comifiunity. ' . . ' ^ 



* By revolution we mean "a complete, pervasive ,» usually radical change in 
some thi>ng." We use the term to refer to a change to new^techno'logy (e.g-*^ 



Indus tri¥r'TCevai^tt-ion)--r^ih^r_th violent overthrow. Others might prefer 
^ a term like "change" or "metamorpKasTs^^-s — ' c» ' ^ " 



II. 2^1 The 'Information' Explosion .A. 

< • ij, * ^ • 

MuCjh 'has been written about the "information ^explosion*} — the "•unpre- 
cedented accumulation and congestion, of information" in al^ fiel|ds, especi- 
ally in 'science »and technology* [3]. The volume of published scientific ^nd 
technical 'information alone, for. example, haa been doublii^g every 15/ 
year5. ' in 1975, 40,000 books were publilshed [19]. . Libraries'are. expected 
to keep up' with, the flood of infoirmatiop and provi^de access to it, and to 
do so wi'tFfDut any substantial increase irv^ their ^bud^ets . While the public " 
library X)f. 50 'years ago t:ould .provide^ ai:cess to. almost everything of impor- i 
tance* that was being published in a variejty' 6t fields, tod,ay any single ^ 
public library caft affdr'd to offer on-ly^ a very small segment of the " \. 

whole. • ' ' * j ' 

11^2*2' The Effect of 'Inflation on Libraries 

Public libraries must meet^ th^ir/costs of rising salaries, costs .pf 
materials, periodical subscriptions and^.bboks with usuall*/ a small (IX to 
NA%) portion of the local city budget. Although the total amount of " ^ 
library expenditures has increased frpm $6 to $30 million -in the period firom^ 
1950 to 1968 'and .the percentage allocated to lib;rari'es has remaine'd stable,' 
Cooper [6] notes that ^ » ' , 

."the only difficulty in *such 'a funding^- analysis comes when one se.es that 
. ' pities in gehetaj ate'faciag severe financial problems and t>bat, eyen 
^though libraries vill 'continue to receive their 1% of the funds, the ^ 
. total amount of funds available in* >const^^nt -dollars may decrease or 
^comjsetition for the available ^fpnds will incr^a^e Coja point where 
libTrariahs may not be ab/le to-Tsustain their position*.'* ^ ' 

The financial ^rob^lems of America's cities' and ^> their ^effect on'the public ^ 
liBrary is a, theme to which Commentators on. the library situation return 
again and again. Apparently* whenever there is, Competition £or funds, 
library funds will be the First "luxury" to be dropped from.tKe budgets* J 
Although administrators take a token interest in their survival, -libraries^ / 
are not a number one priorittx compared. tx> other* urban services. . ^ 

The financial bind is not- unique to public libraries. The special 
•library within^ a corporation is also' suf feringf f roiq rising oj^erating costs 
and tight budgets. A recent report by A.T.* Jfearney indicates thaf the' 
percentage of funds allocated to spe.cial '^Ibrarie^ is currently at a low 
level. ". . .two-thirds of the manufacturing firm^s expend Ifess .than 0.'05% of 
saies revenue on scientific ^nd' technical 4nf ojrroation (STI) activities../* 
Just as with local government expenditures^ STI^^cti-yities within industry 
are "highly vulnerab/le *to cutbacks and budget re4uctions^ during. 'the prevail- 
ing economic recession." [15] , * ^. * - ' 



II. 2-3 Sources of Support for Libraries " ^ . . * J> . 

" Local tax^s and in some cases, state taxes, are the main source of ♦ 
support for public libraries; federal ^id to libraries exists, but'ithaS 
always been , small ancl in recent years the ampunt of such aid has diminished 
A recent NCLIS report shows that as of 1975, local funding supplies 82.1% 
*orf support for public libraries, state support supplies 12.9% and federal 
support 5%. [26] Legislation such as! the Library Services Act 'of 1956, for 
^example, authorized Congress to appropriate money to help states establish 
public libraries in ^tural areas, tfiis Act, as amended in 1964^ has 
helped in j:onstruction of library buildings, in the establishment of * 
library networks, and has helpe^ to support the provision of library 
services to gjroups with special needs,' e.g.'., the handicapped or minority 
groups*.' ' * * , : ^ 

As Wright [34] comments: - ^ * , ■ ' 

"This constant battle for meager crunbs f ronv th^ federal budget (approx- 
imately* 2.5 percent q,f this' year's education budget) has had its effect on 
library"^ supporters and their Congressional champions. WJien substantial 
Amounts of energy must be consufned each year, just fighting fo-r support in 
Washington, it^leaves little strength^ oi? opportunity for creativity or' 
redire(:tion." * ^^-^ 

II. 2. A Unfavourable Financial Position and Innovation 

.The impact of the^^public library's economic .situation- tO' its role 
<^s a'linkftig agent is revealed through in ^'erv lews, with the librarians , 
involved in the^DIALIB experiment. ^_^hough many lijjrafies. have been 
ac^ivlly engaged in linkage activities ft^r. years, o'th^r libraries perceive 
such activities as a completely new function, rather than a new perspective 
on an old one. TJhe public librarian is wary of taking on new untested roles 
that may require additional investments of staff time to provide ^erVice^ 
and training, or, if t-he service is to be paid for by 'the ^users , in' billing 
and collecting. Often, public librarians feel that 'they do not have the 
-necessary resources to carry out their . traditional functions adequately, 
let alone take on new functions. * . , , . ^ 

'Without adequate financial support, libraries cannot satisfy users, . 
introduce new programs, or upgrade existing ones. In suoh an environment, 
the public library may.be unable to*take advantage of innovations wh'ich 
might help them' to do existing. tasks more efficiently and economically. 



111*3/ What is the Function oY the Public Llbraty? ? / - . . 

III.3»4 Pressures to Provide Services to the General Public 

' In* addition to their budget problems, public libraries are also, facing 
image and Identity problems. Their Ima'ge Is, generally one of passivity and; 
nonaggresslveness They 'face pressures from parlous special-Interest, . 
groups to provide special kinds of service. With their limited budgets, 
they cann9t'hope to berrl'all thlngs-to all people", so the "public library • , 
must decide which segments of the public i|: Is me;ant to "^serve and 'how 
extensive the service should be. Ultimately,, it Is the taxpayer who must 
decide, since ir'ls the taxpayer's money that supports the public library. • 

^ Wright [34] has Indicated that there^'la a need for a "complete 
reassessment of the role of the public library In the. United States to-day" ' ' 
and an opportunity -for th^' rea^S^e^sment Is at hand. ' The White House. . . * v' 
Conference on Library and lafprmatlon Seryices [33] will develop recom- * 
mendatlons for the further improvement- of the nation's libraries and. 
information centers and-*their use by the/^ublic. The Conference will ^ . , 

bring together ^businessmen, educators, politicians,^ journalists, and minority 
representatives as well as information tfclentlpts and librarians to discuss 

* this crucial problem. " . ^ ' 

^ * ' / ' - 

m ' ' * ' ' 

'111.3.2 The Public Library's Perception, of Its Mission^ ' . ' 

Two studies commissioned by 'the 'National Advisory Conpission on ^ -^'^ 
Libraries are reported in Libraries. at Large. ' [16] These reports "shed 
.light- on what the library profession itself thinks about the users an^ 
li^es, present and poteiifclal, of public liWaries in the^ shifting society of 
the United States." -Although public libraries vary both^in^size and pperating 
.philosophy, these stucfie^^revealecj many, simi'iari ties. . A majority of the *• "^"^"^A, ' 
libraties purveyed, for example, felt that the publJLc lj.brary had- not' T 
responded fully enough •or promptly enough to the* needs of ''the disadvan- ^ *. 

taged. The* librarians noted a change in the pagt decade towards a more , ' . 
actively "people-orlented"^ seirvice, through 'the "establishment 6f outreach 
programs in the community. The survey reveals that the public .library of 
1967 of ten*- served, as a "linking agent" to other agencieff in area's such as ' * ' 
adult education, (literacy programs? antipov^rty programs, health and 
welfare and employment. ^Respondents listed the scientific, techniotfi aixd 
business communities as subsets of library users that the public library 
did^?^6t successfully' serve. ' • \ 

However, one impression conveyed Ijy the $urveys is that Toany public, 
'libraries, if asked to choose, would currently rat;e provision of services^ 
to "under-privileged" ^groups over-new* services used principally by business 
and Industry. The public library may be seeking to temper 'the phenomenon 
of the "llatheW Effect": They would like to give more to those that have* 
less, rather than heap additional benefits on those that are already 
we}.l~of*f . As Blake and Perlmutter suggest, [4] perhaps the public library 
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should "sub*stitute new seryices to new populations for traditional services 
to populations which can an^ do find them outside the library." However, . 
the appropriateness of a' particular serviice depends, on the nature of the 
community the public library is sefving. The San Franfcisco Bay Area, ,for 
/example, has a large scietj^ifiC) technical and business population who can 
make use of the scientifip and technical data bases currently available. 
Other communities might findft"hat the demand fQt these data phases is .very 
small. Even in these communities, however, the concept, of tlie library 
linking users .to computer, data bases is a soun^ one. . Tl data bases that 
addressed the inf-ormation rffeds of the poor or culturally disadvantaged 
were available, many public libraries "might welcome ^he opportunity to 
provide thR neciessary link.- As the NACL survey showed, libraries are ^, 
currently linking users- to the .services of social agencies in the community, 

^**-\ • • . 

' In San llateo County, for example, the Community Information Pr'oja^t ^ 

provides online access/to a database containing information on ^social! 

^services available in t;he county. 



II >4 The NCLIS Report 



One of the most significant documents .relating to national policy- 
towards library and information services is the recent report from 'the 
-National Commission on Library and Information Science [26]- Their cc^m- 
mentsi* on the public library are of great interest, and wQrth qiioting in full 

"Public libraries in "the U.S. are facing new problem^ with respect to 
their internal operatiorts. Financial .support is not keeping pace with- 
increasing costs;- and the libraries are under increased pressure to 
give service in more breadth* and depth to a wide range of users-who 
, vary in age, "educatipn and interests* They are limited in iheii 
, ^billty to tap new technological sources of inforjnation and they are 
constrained from upgrading th^ir present manual methods, to aut^omated 
sysf'eras'. In many instances, these problems have caused the public 
library to affi»liate with technical processing cooperatives, to depend 
^. on larger libraries for backup, to expand *'interlibrary relationships, ' 
^ and to jQin< public library systems and networks outside their local 
jurisdictions."^ ^ > ' . f 

' - i» 

,"More than anjr other tfpe of library, public libraries are close to 
, ' the people ^n the communities in which they exist. Public-JLibjaries, 
including 'the smallest, are the backbone of the library 'system! in 
America, and -are the pdtential windows on 'any fut;ur,e nationwide 
network. Therefore, a great deal depends on the strength of their' 
\ human and materfal re^oujc^es and/ion their ^})ility to undertake rlew 
programs -of value to'|heir constituents. ^Financial* studies indicate^ 
that local sources of ' revenu^e'' will be* insufficient to meet the!pub- 
lic''s .demand for new programs, new construction and new staff., The 
public library, particularly in larg-e metropolitan centers, is in a 
state of flux, and major changes in its func^g and oper^ating philo- 
sophy must occur if it i's to serve its comnjinity effectively irj ^he 



futiire. c ^J' 



^ 1 



The NfcLIS report identified two problem areas — financial support 
'and identity, bik found a "silver lining, in tl\e clouds", in that libraries 
are entering iiid6 cooperative agreements with other 'libraries* Such 
cooperation *-is a vital first Vtep in the development of a synergistic 
national information networl^ that NCLIS envisions. ^ 

II. 5 Potential Solutions 



II.5..1 Survival Criteria ' , 

' J * ' - 

^ The public library is facing problems both in terms of financial 

support and in terms of its function as a service i.nstitut4on. ^ If it is to 

survive, the public library must; * • - 

(1) become a more slctive institution, increasingly reaching out to determine 
the needs of current and potential user groups, and using all available 
resources to meet those needs. In sp doing, it may increase its value in' 
the eyes of ' the 'community, and.^'uild suppor^ for additional funding. 

,(2) It must tap new technological sources'of information, -as the NCLIS * 
-report stresses, and^uSe available technology to automate appropriate 
operations thus saving costs and improving^ service . It must expand' 
, existing cooperative efforts wjth other vlibraries to share resources 

and take advantage of the economies of scale inhereat in the use of 
' computers for library operations,,; ' ' 

_ ^'"^ ^ ' . ' ^ 

(3)- It must seek out^ jiew' soui^ces of financial support, including' thV 

ii:ivestigati<5n Df the possibility of u^er charges, for some services. 



(4) 
il*5. 



It must be willing to consider new rol^ that go beyond the traditional: 



e Library and the Cbmputer- 



The cpmputer holds for-th a double promise to the library. It may 

. (1) help alleviate' the economic . press^ures on the library through * 
automation of labjDr- in tensive' "housekeeping" tasks' in libraries, arfd 

(2) be the opening we^ge of mucii more* widespread use of 'computers in 
libraries, not only for h9usekeeping ,tasks,^but for example, as a reference 
tool, content processor or-4.n mother experimental applications. - • 

; * " , ^ 

In fact, ffroviding a*link to dat^ bases, can be seen as part of a^ 
"package"* that includes automation of bther> library . operations* as well*/^ 
The package includes library networks, centralized processing and produc- * 
tion, automat.ic acquisition, circulation and generation of union lists. 
Once^one of these innovati9n8 has been accepted, others may follow. The 
terminals are in place, ^ the computer is running, and the technology has 
become integrated into library operations aad philosophy. The lij>rary whlqh 
has most successfully adopted the role of "linking agent" in 'thfe DlALIB 



experiment (at least in the last year) was the San Jose Public Library, * . 
which is. currently engaged in automation of circulation and records, and 
which has become a member of the Ohio College Library Center (OCLC) net- ^ 
wdrk., \ ^ . ^ • 

• • >^ ^ ' . ^ . . ' '* " * ■ 

Although colhputerization appears promising, many have demanded to see 
hard data on cosv^savitigs. .Ellsworth Mason, for example, feels tlVat 
computerization has been "laun^ched in ' libraries for personal and institu- 
tional? ego reasons" with "little critical evaluatf^h and no cost justifi- 
cation." [23] Simmons [23] admits that at the beginning of the 1970's, * - 
"it is difficult to find any computer applications which are performing 
essential 'library operations as effectively as and at less cost than they, 
were performed by efficient tr^aitional methods." 

*^ . It is important, however, that one be aware of the long time required 
fcpr the successful completion of ^the innovation process. We are now .in th^ 
very early stages of exploring the potential of the computer in the library. 
A great deal of work remains to be done before ttje computer\ is successfully - 
integrated into 'the U.S. library system. It 'is important to) assess these explor 
ations very critically. * . i 



11*5.3 Ijibrary Cooperation . * ' ^ ^ 

The cost-savings of cooperativfVef forts among libraries are perhaps 
more easily demonstrated ^ although Mayhew* has indicated that^"the cost- 
benefit factar has been ignpr^ in most literature of netwo/lcing." [20] . 
These networks, many of which have been in existence ^ for a Tiumber of'yea^s,-, 
may be simply informal agteeftents among libraries to share materials, 
formal contraczts' with a centralized pro^^ssing agent (such as the Library* 
of Congress) or an elaborate^ communication network of terminals and comput- 
ers linked by high speed communication lines. The San Franp^isco Bay area has, 
a number of operational library . networks-7f or public libraries only and for 
both public and private libraries. [30] All libraries in the DIALIB experiment 
were -mefhbers of the Cooperative Public Library Systems (a public library 
netwark.) 'The San Jose and Cupertino libraries are members of a second 
,public library network — the South Bay Cooperative Library SysteHj,* In -addition, 
all libraries in th e DIAI J3 experiment belong to the Cooperative Information 
Network (a netwbrVrfpr both public and private libraries.) 

More extensive and better library cooperation may be the only feasible 
solution to the information explosiod. Susan Martin writ^s^ in her report < . 
on Library Networks of t^e. ;>jider library" , which through interlibrary . 
Lending, photocopying, reciprocal .borrowing privileges and other methods* 
attempts to prqvide a full raijge of mater'ta-ls to its users. [19] , 
-\ » ' * 

A group of libraries banded together into a network will have already ' 
made an initial investment in computer terminals. Their scaf^s will be 
psychologically prepared to extend their reference .services outside of 
their own collections to the collections held mufually by th^ network, or 
to the* data bases maintained by such organizations as Lockheed and. SDC, or 
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to data bases that have not yet come into existence. The ^library groups 



'can 
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negotiate with these data base producers as a group, or. can perhaps 
funnel all^ requests for searches to one main node of the network thus 
.gene rating, a sufficient volume of bu^siness. 



The library that belongs to a network has a greatly increased power to 
the need of its constituent^ •It has access to the resources of many 
aties^nd to data bases that no single library' working alone could - 
ibly provide. The idea of librai^Jes reaching out beyond them- 
es to provide r,(^ference . service is not a new -one and cooperative 
rts among libraries have j^een in existence for decades. However, / / 
uter. and communicatioriSytechhblogy can increase the range and sophist- * 



Icatd-on of such networking arrangements. 



iclusions 



J. We have discussed the. problems confronting public libraries, some of* 
the estranges that the libraries are making in response, and the techno- 
logy and. organizatiptial arrangements ^.tJ^at will facilitate change. It 

^gainst^ this dynamic bapkgro^und that the .DIALIB p^roject was conducted. 
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"The forces and trends we have discus.s^d were alX active and visib.le in 
the public libraries participating incthe experiment. In some vfeys, the 
DIAIiIB project might be seen as a microcosm -of events, and activities 
ocdiirring. throughout .t*he public library system. 




III. VmAT HAPPENED 'IN THE THIRD YEAR? 



The first and second ypars of the DIALIB project have been described 
in great detail in previous reports [1, 18]. Rather than replicate this 
discussion, we shall focus on the third year .pJLJtlie project.^ 

The thir^and final year 6f the DIALIB project was *signif icant in that 
it d^alt with tfie^transition to "full pay" where the client was^ required to 
pay for the full marginal costs (computer connect time and offline print- ^ 
i n g L^x...e3jA^s^^^ 
exception of terminal rental, which was paid for by the NSF project) • 

The description of the third year is* presented in four parts: a 
discussion of the general circumst&nces surrounding the third" year of the 
project; a discussion of |he search service ^including patrons, the searches 
and patron feedback on the searches); a discussion of library reactions 
and iraprtessionS .to the third year^of the project, ^nd observations .and 
conclusions based 'on fhe data. 

111.1 The Setting / ' ^ 

^ iLn general, the third year of the project was quite simil^bito the 
second year^ with two jjiajor exceptions — only two libraries ' continued to 
participate*, and patrons paid full niarginal costs ^fot this search^ 
(i.e. cost for searching ^ offline printing).' 

It is important to note t^at, ^s in. the second yaar, there was litfle 
or no publicizing of the service. The libraries continued the policy of 
no publicity to control the search volume. Librarians from both libraries 
indicated that they felt their library could handle only approximately 40 
searches per month. They stated that additional volume w6uld place too' 
heavy :a demand on staif time, adversely affecting other reference operations 

■ ■ ' ■ \ 

Feedback from search patrons indicates %6hat- a majority of patrons 
from all three' libraries learned of the seatj^ service primarily via 
wo rd-of -mouth . (In Santa Clara County Library, a few patrons indicated 
they 'learned of the service from a notice posted in a public library, but 
most patrons Learned of the service either from a friend or colleague, a 
public librariad, or a teacher.) * , . - " 

1 1 1. 2 The Searches ^ - . 

Our discussion of t*he searches is divided into, three parts--a dis* | 
cussion of the search patrons, a dt^cussion of the mechanics of the 
search " service, and a discussion of patron reactions to the search 
service. 



* The participants were the San Jose Public Librai^ and tKe San Mateo - 
County Library. Redwood Cixy Public J^ibrary -dropped out at the end of the 
second year, and the Santa Clafa County Library in Cupertino withdrew Barly 
in the third ye^. * , - 



'III. 2.1 the Patrons > / ^ ' . » 

^ There^appeared to-be little difference between the clients at the ^ 
two libraries. Thie tw6 major client groups were graduate students and 
people Involved in edutation. These two groups accounted for slightly more 
than 50 percept of the clients. * The next two largest groups were .technical, 
and business prpf essionals , fbHowed by librarians and' undergraduate 
college atfiidentg. Together^ these six groups acci^unted for 78.5 percent of 
all , cXienta. .<see -Ta^e^-)^^^^..^!-^^ ^.^^^ Cft ^ 

San Jose showfed greater i^de by educators, and ^technical prof essioilals 
while San 'MatcTo showed greater' use by business professionals, librarians' 
and undergraduate students. 

- These differences in clients sjeemX to reflect differences iti area 
demographics and library^operations . San , Jose is 'Ibcated closer to -the ' 
**Silicon -Gulch" high technology industrial area and, therefore,' would 
logically attract more technical p-rof essionals . San Mateo is Ipcated in. 
the general' vicinity of the San Mateo Educatipna!^ Resources; Center , a 
stearch center which would logically handle most of the ^5ucaMonal search 
demands in the county. 



Some patronage, could be directly traced to single individuals. . 
For example a business professor at San Francis(5o State Univer^ty required 
an online bibliographic search as part of a class assignment and most of 
the class w^nt to the San Mateo County Librdty to have the search done'-'' ^ 
(where the. cost was lower than at other search organization^) . 

Interviews wjLth librarians at -both libraries i;idicate that^they felt 
they could significantly increase interest ^bybAtn business and technical 
professionals through marketing and promotifdi^ (No mar:ketiftg or promotion \^as 
done, however, because both libraries did\npt wish to increase demands on 
the service.) ^ " - - 

More than half .of the searches (58.8 pe?:cent) conducted during the 
third .year of the project ajppeared to be directly related^tq the educational- 
activities ot the patron. The' bulk of tjfiese searches (43<6 percent) were 
for the preparation of rese.arCh papers. The Remainder were attributed, to 
school assignments, and advanced degree'work. (sfee Table^ 4) 
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Another 25.5 -percent of the searches were-ii}k)!y-related. 

• - Nearly half (48.4 percent) of thfe search- patrons reptftted that th^>: 
used a public library at least several times per month. Almost 75 'pepcent 
of the search patrons reported that they used a 'public library at least- 
once a. month, (see Table 5) 

« * 

* All tables are^^ shown in Appendix I. . 

• «< ' 

• ■ ./ ■ ^ 
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On t\\e average, the search pati^ons were <iuite w^l educated : 81.6- 
percent were^ college graduates, 64.7 percent reporte^TKey had done 
graduate work, and 26 percent beld at lea«t a masters degtee^ (§ee Table 

'20) ' ^ . • . ; " / 



;LI.I.2.2 The Searches- 



Informatibn on the actus^l searches is somea»;hat\.less detailed for 
^the third year. During th^ f^rst and second years,^ this infor;nation was 
obtained from two instrumentsr-the search report form prepared by the ^ 
"nibrary, and a computer generated command" summary of the search. Due to 
a *?.hang^ in the output printing procedures during the tfiird year, hcywever/ 
Lockheed did not *supply us witn the command summary reports and, as a ' 
result, the evaluation had to rely exclusively on tl^ library search 
f orras\ 



Th^ volume of searches conducted during the third year was roughly 
the sapie as that during the Second year, despite the increase in ^client, 
cost; This was in marked contrast to ^he 50^ percent dxqp in..5earches when 
the half-charge ph^e began. 

Pi. total of 326 searches was* conducted during the "third year — * , • 

^20 by the Santa Clara Coynty Library (which withdrew shortly after the ' , 
start ^of the thi^rd year), 62 by the San Ma^teo County Library^ and 242 by 
the San Jose County Library. This average* out to approximately 5. searches 
per month, for San Mateo ^nd 20f searches p^' month for San Jose — both 
signifU-cantly jbelow the "stress level" of 40 searches per month which • 
•librarians at both institutions felt was, the maximum volume they, could 
hatidTe without additional, staff' time. ' ^ 

Offline preparation for most searches (8f.5 pe rcent) was 25 minutes , 
or less* San Mateo , reported that the bulk of "their, searches reqtiired five 
minutes or Fess .preparation (41.9 pertent) while San Jos^ found t^t the 
majority o»f their searches^ (51. 3 percent) required 15-25 minutes of offline 
preparation, (see Table 1) This is an interesting difference. Th.ere ' 
appears to be a direct relationship J)etween offline search preparation , ^ 
time and satisfaction with search results. (See T4^^ie 9)' - * 

^e^'most frequently used ^databases during, 1:he third year of the, 
project were: * . ' » ' 

. " • ' ^ ' ^ N'(^ of> total) 

'Data Base ($'cost/hr.) • • . Searches 



ERIc"j,($^57hr.) \ , 

Psychological Abstracts ($50/hr.) 

NTIS ($35/hr.) 

ABI (INFORM) ($65/hr.) , • ^ 

feng.' Ihdex/CompeildeK ($65/hr.)^ 
pls'^ertation Abstracts ($55/hr.) 
Social Sieoce 'Citations ($70/hr.-)^ ^ '^^ 



" 146 (31..6) 

95 (20.6) - 

'41 (8.9) 

29 (6.3) 
2'? ^(5.8) 

22 (A.8)- 

22 (4.8) 
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Figure li^Comparison'*^JE offline search preparation* '^ime ^ ' 
by library for year 3» I 



It is interestin^g to note that the three most heavily used databases (ERIC, 
Psych. Abstracts and NTIS) account for more than* 63/ percent of the total 
database use and that the seven databases .listed ab'ove account for mqve 
than 84 percent of tptal database us^. (see Table 11) Reason§. for this ^ 
a^je indicated in IV.5. ^ c ^ * « 

Most patrons received' their search results within ^seven days or 
less of the ^cfi^ery negotiation intervdew (89.5 percent). San Matep appeared 
to &e sirg^htly slower in getting results to pa.trdns (6§.9 percent got* 
r§sults in sev^n days or less compared with 89. A percent in Saft Jose). The- 
•dffference coul'd, however, bfe attributed to the nature of the San Mateo 
operation. (The San Mateo library is the reference center for the en^jire 
San Mateo county library system. It received requests from' all county 
libraries and'seni back printo'ute -to these libraries for distribution to 
patrons.) (see Ta4)le 16) \' . / 

Costs fqr the online* searches were surprisingly moderate — even in the 
full pay mode. /Only 4 percent of the se^ifches cost more than $50, 84 
percent cost*^$25 or less,- and 38 percent cost less than $10. (aee Table 12) 

flI.2.3*Patron Reactions ^ - y 

• * Most of the paeons (76.9 ^erp^enpX indicated the search was of eithw 
majOF- 'or corrsiderab^ value J San Jose jpatrqns appeared to value the ^search 
results slightly higlier th^ d,id the San Mateo patrons^, (see Table 8) 

When asked if the search answeted their question adequk^tely, patrons- 
of the two librarijps -v^re sharpl| diviaed'.^ \^ile 62.2 percent of the- San 
Jose patrons indicatedAtn^^t th^y fi^jLt^ the^^search did adequately answer 
their cjuestion, only 3lV3 percent of the San M^teo patrons felt the same, 
(see Table 9)^ 

< t ' ; 

This lower level of \6atis-f action at San Mateo. also was reflected id 
clients' responses ^to a questioji probing estimated future freqtiency of 
3 search service use. The majo'^ity of responden-ts indicated they woul(i' use * 
the serv^ice several times alyear, however, 12. 5 percent ofuthe.San Mateo 
patrons indicated they woul'd not use the service at all in the future, 
while only 5.4'i5ercent of 'the San Jose patrons responded similarly, (see 
Table 7) " . , ^ . ' ' . • * 

^ As noted on the previous page^ San Mat^o reporfed spending signifi- 
cantly Less time in offline search "preparation than did San. Jose. This may 
explain the differences* in client feedback, * ^-^ ' 

) ' ^ ^ . : ' , . ^ 

III. 3 Library Reaction^ ' ^ 

Re^cti,ons of '^he library refer-ence personnel during the third year 
were generally positive „But not enthusiasti<^. As noted earlier, two of the 
four paftrtig^pating libraries withdrew from the ^project.' The Redwoqd City 
Public * library withdrew at the* coitclusion *df the second year citing* adverse 
impact on, Aaff time as ^ major reason. The Satita Clara County Library at 
Cupertino mthdrew sliortly after t'he third year began, citing roughly the 
same reasons. Both libraries ttiat withdrew noted that they would continue 
to access se^irch^ services via cooperative arrangements with the San, Jose 
City Library and^ the San Matea County Reference Center'. 



^ The San Jose Librai^y did experiment with providing service at a muni- 
cipal l^briry located in the San Jose Municipal Center.*, The experiment 
included placing a terminal in the library and announcing^ the availability 
of in-house , searching, . * " - / r 

• . ' ' > " ' ^ ''v • 

In theory this should have, been an ideal location. The municipal 
reference ^Librarian spent a fair porition^of his time conducting in-depth 
. manual- reference searches, thus the* online, searching would not be ''some-- 
thing new" but would merely augme^it existing service. Unf ortunately ,\the 
experiment, m'et with little success. - ' ' ' 

\ I 

k major factor tn the lack of success wad^he fact that the municipal 
departments were unwilling to pay, for the onl^^ searching. Manual searches 
were fr^ee "^ll they required was staff librarian time (for which the 
departments -did not have to pay). ^ , - ' 

'A second reason, according ro^, the municipal librarian , "was that 
he^ found that his usual primary sources were not ciovered byVthe avai:3.able 
online data bases. : . J - 

The major impact in both the San Jose Library and the San Mateo County 
Reference Center was on staff time. Lil^rarians at both Institutions 
indicated that although they felt the service was vaUuable, it di4 "take 
•time away" f 1:0m other activities. Librarians 'in San Jose noted^ for' 
example, that they felt there was some* resentment on the part of other 
reference staff members who had' to substirtute for them in public contact 
activities while they conducted scheduled searches. 

Yet, both libraries indicated that they spent a significant amount- 
of time conducting manual searches. Since time records were* not kept for 
ftianiial searches on a per-search basis, it was impossible to assess the . 
average staff cost for manual searches. Data on manual search activity in 
public libraries ipdicate that most searchs are of, short duration, however 
lofig searches are not infrequeht. * ' 

St'^ff members at both libraries acknowledged that occasionally , . 
online searches were'conducted (at no cost to the patr9iT)^ather than , 
conduct manual searches. This was done wheo they felt the online 'search 
would save a significant amount of staff time. 

III. A. Observations, : ^ . » 

fhis inconsistency reveals yhat we feel is the heart of the DIALIB 
experience. On one hand^ the libtarians acknowledge that online searching, 
is a valuable tool. They appear 'to be quite able to learfi searching and - 
many become quite Sdept at it. -^ey appear 'to enjoy searching, particu- 
larly^ the adde4 sophistication it provides- (both in service and * in image). 
They als^^cknowledged that in many cases it is more efficient to conduct an 
online search than to conduct the 'Same search manually. 

On the other hand, the librarians still feel the search service is 
something extra — and that it compete3 witH other, mor^ "legitimate" 
activities. Although not explicitly stated, by these librarians, it appears 
to us thaty thi'S attitude is^ at least partially a product of the fact that 



patrons are charged for these services. All the^'librarians ^queried acknow- 
^ledged that the library was* unable to. assume the tatal costs far searclj^ing, 
yet'raany them appeared somewhat uncomfortable with the concept of 
changing in a public library*.. 

On the other *handV . the librarians sti*Il feel th.e search service ts 
something extra — -and that it cpmpetes with other ^",mc^ "legitimate" 
activities* Although not e^^icitly stated 'by these librarians-, it appears 
to us' that this attitude is at least partially' a prodcyct of the fact that 
patrons are charged for these services." 'All the librarians ^luepied acknow- 
ledged that' the library was unable to assume the ^total costs fox searcHjng, 
yet many" of them appeared son{e?;hat' unii^mfortabl^ wifh the concept of 
charging in a put^lic library. * * U 

• ' ^ ' . • ^ , * " "^^ 

''Stronger adihinistr^tive support could have eased the^st^aff titqe problem 
'considerably. If, for 'example, the library administration had specifically 
allocated a ^et amount of staff time to^the Online search service (say 40 
hours),, then the reference librariai^ *ight not have felt that the ^search' 
*service was taking time^from other activities. By failing to take such 
action, the ' administators, left the s"earch service to compete against other , 
well established reference functions for sc*arce- staff time. 

, In general,' however , ^he-Lihx§ry reactions^we^e positive ^.-although 
not enthusiastic . At the concTusion^^oT^the third year*both libraries opted 
to continue to offer online searching,' although both acknowledge^ they 
planned to maintain it at a low profile. 

The decision to continue the service is encouraging, however without 
additional investments of^staff time and,effort> we feeL the "service ' 
will continue fto be used only by ^ very small percentage of the potential 
.usiar population. ' , 




/ 



' IV* ' A THREE YEAR COMPARISON 

' . \nxen:the experiftent i^viewed across aU 't;hree yeaK. a number .of^ ^ 
trends appear. * ' ^ * X ' ' 



The impact 'of staff^- attitudes and opinions was. a major fac^r- 
in_determining the suet ess of the service. , '^'^ ^ ' . v' 

There was -a significant increase tHe amo'unt of preparation tlm^ 
required when user ^charges were first introduced^ ' Th,e transitl^on 
from half 'to..4ull pay mode did riot trigger, an additional increase^ 



There were sig^icknt shi'fts'in the Iclnds .of people 'who used^the 
service .across the three ^e*ars , of the -Experiment . - * ' 

Searchers- tended to use only a narrow* subset of the available ' 
databases to answer Client questions. ' ' ' * ^ * 



Staff time cpntlnued" to be the major problem^ encountered by the 
p^rticlj^a^ing libraries throughout the study. * ^ ^ 



Seaifch costs 'did not appear to ,be a problem to the patrons. Although 
. there was a significant drop in the number of searches condjucted 

• > when the i;iitial .charge period began (in year 2) , the movement from ^ 
^ * • half to f^ll-pay.mode (at- the beginning of the tKlrd year) did not 
i significantly impact the search volum'e. 



. IV-U'The Changing Project Environment * . , \ *' ^ ^ • ' 

•Before discussing the trends across" all thrfe^ years, however, it* is ' 
important to describe the chVnging environment witThin ^feich the project was ' - 

Qonducted. ^ ' " : TM^ 

. , A number of changes- in online-searching occurred during the^'three ^ 
years of the DIALIB project. The number ancT breadth, of data leases increased V 
substantially—when the project began^ onl^ 15 dat?^%ases were available. on H 
DIALOG ajid when it ended there .were 57.. Access td the search service bad- ' t ^n^- 
Improvfed significantly, as had'.system reliabUity ^e costs associated . \ ^ 

with online searching, including connec«<^Ume,' terminal- rental and telecom^ ^ * 

munications access, all dropped. TfaiUing programs, and documentation, both 
•for the online search 'systems and the databases shoved significants ^ 
linprovemeat-. ' , ^ - * / . ^ 

' Changes also occurred in the professional environments There yas an 
increased awareness of online searching. Two journals ^merged in the -area, 
a-n4 there .were majdV conference programs on the topic. In add'ititfri, the' funding . * 
problem received considerable attention "through the discussions of ' f ee-f cur-"- ' 
service cond&ted 6y the ALA [2^24) and other groups. ' - . * - 

^ Within the^public libraries, there was increased use of networking' - 
and increasing, automatiofi-of. routine library functions.' There was incre^M^d ' - ' 
:8t-aff awaren^9^«of online, searching. There' was aUfso increased demand for ■ ' 

^ ^ developing new means 'for meeting the Inforaat^ori needs of the public. 



• - • . „^ 5 V , • ft 

In short, the eavlronmenC within which ^tR^ DIALIB prDjeit took place 
. was far from static* ' > O ^ " " ^ ' 

ERIC • / ^ . . r • - . 



1V^2 Importance of Individual Librarians , "if 

The major trend across the three years of the project is the impact 
of individual personalities upoji the success of the search service tin 
public libraries. During the course of the project we observed the impact 
jp£ personal^ities at all participating libraries and at some non-CIN libraries 
as well. Although it is difficult to support with data we fejel the 
personalities and commitment of individual librarians are the key factor to 
the success of online searching in the J^iblic library. In essence, what is 
needed is an enterpreneur — r somebody ^itnin the library staff who becomes 
a strong advocate of the service ajid is wilMng to promote it bpth within ^ 
the library and to tl^e us er^, community. / " \ 

Three specific roles determ£ae" the success of online sejgrching " in public 
libraries: the searcher, the head reference librarian and the libcjfcy < 
director. 

The searcher is responsible" for the actual interface between the client 
and the search service. Two bas^ic Jiypes of skills are required — query 
^negotiation and online searching. Query nlegotiation is common to all 
reference work and^ online search skills are, to a certain extent, extensions 
of traditional library search skills. We have noted that some people are 
much more adept at online searcliing than are others,^but in general it is a 
akill which can be learned. We feel the skills and personality required 
fox the searchet can be Remind in most reference departments all that^is 
required is training in the use of the^ online search service and in the use 
of specific data bases. 

Although the qualities required for online searching are not particu- 
larly difficult to fill, the qualities required of the head reference , 
librarian and the library director are rare and difficult to find^ These 
rolfes require a strong personal commitment to the service and a sense of 
entrepreneurship. Without the strong support and commitment of both the ^ 
head reference librarian and the liBrary-.director, the. potential for the 
success of 'online searching in the public library is at best' margiflal. 

Figure 2 illustrates the impact *of these two roles on the success of the 
search service. • . - . ^ 

The role of the library it:self also 'has a significant influence on the 
success of online searching. Th^ potential. for success is increased when the 
service appeals to, and Is used by, those portions of the user community the 
library. feels a special obligation, to serve. Public libraries have atr obligation 
to serve the public — particularly their own communities. Increasing social concernS, 
coupled with federal funding focused on providing outreach programs to the 
disadvantaged, have encouraged libraries to reach out to special groups such as 
the elderly and minorities, and to ^low-in~come areas. Disparity between a , 
library's "prime target groups" and the uaers attracted by the online search 
service may generate a sense of guilt. The guilt argument runs something like 
this— this is a special service that is consuming valuable staff time that 
could be used to <|provide services to ^ur prime target, groups , the people whp . 
really ^nee'd u*s. This discrepancy between actual users and prime target groups 
does not appear to be limited to online searching [551. 
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The- discrepancy between intended and actual use appears to extend to 
services and specialty areas. We found, in interviewing librarian's, that. 
onLine searching had to compejte for time against other, traditional services 
for staff time. Time to ./conduct online searches was perceived as being 
"taken'* from other," more\"legitimate" activities. It ^so appeared that 
. librarians found it more '^'l^gitimate'' to search data bases which were 
perceived as being related to .the subrject specialties and concerns ot the 

library.' ' • ' . > 

I 

Figure 3 represents our observations in this area. Essentially, 
we feel that the s^kccess of the online search service in ±he public library 
will be directly related to the size of the cell -represenlp.ng , the intersec-. 
tion of available data bases, library subject specialties, population 
demographics, and identified library service target population group. 

IV. 3 Preparation time , • 

Off;line search^ preparation time increased sharply between years 
one and two, but appeared to drop slightly in year three. ^During the'^first 
year 45.7 percent of all se^arches were done with no preparation and only 
17.5 percent required more naan 10 minutes of offline preparation.^ In the 
second year, offline preparaJBion increased sharply, as librarians sought to 
miniini2^e online time to rMUce client charges. As a result, 62-7 percent 
of all searches* required more than 10 minutes of offline preparation. 
During the third year offline preparation time of the same percentage of* 
searches — 62.7 percent — required mor^e than ten minutes of offline preparation 
time. In the third year, however, 80 percent of the searches required less 
than 30 minutes of offline preparation time as compared to 61.9 percent for 
tfie second year, (see Table 15) 

' • There appear to be several reasons for this drop — r 

1. The librarians were more proficient at quQty negotiation and search 
preparation. 

2. The librarians were more familiar with databases. 

3- ^ There were fewer, better trained searchers. ^ 

4- Initial reservations to charging diminished. ^ 



.We feel that all four factors were at work. We should note, however, 
that many librarians complained about the lack of adequate training 
particularly on new data, bases. Initially two librarians from each library 
received training from Lockheed and were then responsible for training 
other staff members. Some additional staff members did subsequently receive 
training from Lockheed, however it was apparent that few librariTans had 
received training oa specific data bases. Also, it vas apparent from the 
interviews, that the libraries could- not afford complete referenqe aids 
for all available da,ta bases.- ' < »^ ^ 

/ ■ ' ^ ' ■ . 

IV. 4 User D^tnographics ^ v 



TVv^re^ 



^e appeared to be significant shifts in user demographics across 
the ttiree years of the project. (see Table 18*) Use by graduate students, 
education prof essiohals and business professionals increased steadily 

cross' all three years. Conversely, use by technical pf ofessionaj.8, siientists, 
and' un<^ergradiiate students decreased steadily -across all three years. Both 
"t-rends Appear to correlate with obs^er\^ed changed in database use. 
■J- ■ . -'22 . . 
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. ' ^ Figure 3 o 

Factors affecting market potential for online searching .in the public library 
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While-we have no data to explain this shift, it could beJ.n part 
due to the imposition of search fees. Certainly charging for the service , 
would tend to make clients carefully consider the utility of the search 
and, perhaps, to seek alternate solutions to their information problems. 
Xhe proximity of San Jose State University, to the San Jose Public Library' 
helps to explain the large number of graduate students. The drop i*n use by 
technical professionals'and scientists might in part be explained by the 
withdrawal of the. Redwood City and Cupertino- libraries, whlaEh-were the* 
libraries closest \o scientific and technological users, ^alternate - 
•explanation is that coqtinued use by a particular 'clietit group, is directly 
related to the degree to which that group is well served by the l:bbrary. 

IV. 3 Database Use ' 

During the course of the interviews, most librarians noted that they 
^had little demand for most of the available data bases. ^ Their comments 
indicate that for the most part, data base use accurately reflects the 
^interests of the clients. • _ - ^ 

.Looking across- all three y^ears of the project,, there was a significant* 
movement to\^rds the* use of only a few databases. The use' of both ERIC and 
Psychological Abstracts increased steadily across all three years *of the 
\project.. , ' ' ' 

Year I Year 2 - . -Year 3* 
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# % . // %• ■ % ■ 

- eric"- . 344 (15.5) • 232.(24.7) ' 146 (31.6) 

I Psych. Abs . 357 (16.0) " 180 (19.2:) . - 95 (20.6) 

TOTAL 3L.5 ' 43.9 52.2^ 

In the third ye^r of the*^roject, these two data bases werje used for more 
than*50 percent of the searching. 

Databases which showed decreasing use included NTIS, Social Science 
'Citations, Engineering Index, INSPEC and Chera*ical Abstracts. * 

Interviews w^.th^the librarians , rev&aled that they were aware that 
-they were using only a few of the available databases^. All librarians o 
indicated that^they felt most comfortable' with the frequently used data 
bases and they acknowledged that significantly mor<e preparation time was 
peeded to search the' infrequently used data ba^s. 

¥ • f 1 

There are several possible causes/for this ^increa^ing.^ reliance 
pn^ only a few databases: 

1. These are the databases the librarianS*ffelt most comfortable with and 
. therefore tended to use' to answer 'most questions^. 

r 

2. The search topics dealt wit1fi"«eas that were covered only by these 

, databases. . ' • . 

. 31 „.; • 



3. The- search topics, reflect the' fact that the seryice attracted only a 
particular type of client, <i?ho3e search requests dealt with the areas 
Covered by these databaa^Ts. 

Although it is impossible to identl^fy the exact cause, i*t is interesting 
to noteythat whft-e' thfs usage pattern appears to-parallel that displayed in 
the METOO-Teachers College ^earch .project*, it is quite diffeteftt from the 
the heavy tommercial and technical data base use reported by INFORM 
and INFO 2 [5] . / 

IV. 6 Search Costs ^ ^ 



' Search, costs to the pat^rion are difficult to^ 'compare. No costs . 
were charged to the patron during the first year. During the second' year, " 
patrons paid, only '50% of- the search and print costs and had. the option of 
obtaining -^a "standard search"* for only* five dollars . CThe standard , search 
was of one database with a maximum of 20 citations •) 

^ ' It is interesting to note, however, that it appears that the actual 
search costs dropped slightly during the third year, l^ils observation^ is 
based on cougar ^ng actual third y'ear search costs against estimates for 
these co&ts based on the second year data. Below, 'are ''^fiis ted the various 
search cost levels,' percent of- searches performed at,^ach level during year 
2, projected 'third ^year search distributions aiid actual third year' 
distributions • ' ^ . ' ^ 



cost 'level 


actual 
year 2 

. (%) 


proj ected** 
ye%r 3. 
• (%) 


> 

actual 
year 3 
(%) 




0-A.99 


25.9 


13 . 


10.1 




5-9.99 


35.4 


13 


25.2 




10-14.99 


10.5 


'.I?. 7 


21.5 ' 




•15-19.99 


a. 2 ' 




12.9 
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ACR is also evaluating qnline searching offered^ through the New York Public 
"Libraries via cooperative agreement between the New York Metropolitan 
Reference and Research/ Agency (METRQ^ and Teachers College at Columbia 
• ' University. A final report of ^ this project vill;be available in late 
1977. ■ " ' ' . 

**Proj ected costs were obtained by assuming that the distribution of actual 
search costs would* remain the same (although in the third year patrons 
would.be charged the ^full cost of. t^ie ^searches.) Thus, giyen tKat 25,. 9% 
, of all searches in the^second year cost Q-$4*99,.the actual cost of these 
/I searches ranged from-0-$10* We assumed an even distributio'n 13% of the 
searches should cost $0-$4.'99 ,and 13% shpuld cost $5-$9.9?'.- T^ie precision ,y 
of th6 cost reporting prevented projections beyond the $1^.99\ level. 
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It is also interesting to note that the imposition of full seairch 
charges did not result in any decrease in the number of searches performed. 
Both libraries showed an increase in. search volume over the "previous year. 
San Jose displayed a. fairly stable search volume across all three years 
while San Mateo experienced a significant dtop in search volume with the. 
imposi£ion of search charges. . ^ ^ 

of Searches 

Year *. San Jose , San Mateo 

1 252 198 

2 ' 226 -44 , ' 



242^ ' " * 62 

roWPr 



lyjj Increased Patr^WTPresence , Decreased Time Impact 

Cooper. and DeWath (see Appendix II) noted that' the patron was present 
for the search much' more frequently (50 percent of the time) during the pay 
period (Year 2) than during the first year free period (15 percent). 
They suggested that this was perhaps due to the increasing confidence of 
the librarians. Another reason, of course, i? that the patroti can assist 
the searcher in ^conducting the search — particularly in highly technical 
areas. ' ^ j * 

o ^ , • 

Data suggest that the time impact of the patron, s presence on the 

search was significantly less during the pay period. During the'free 
period, searches conducted with the patron present required almost 50 
percent more connect time than did those conducted without the patron 
present. During the second year pay period, the' increase in connect time 
due to having the patron present at the search was generally insignificant. 
This suggests that having the patron present at the search is no hinderance 
for the experienced searcher. ^ 

IV >8 Increased Inter-Library Conformity 

As* the libraries became more experienced in online searching,, their 
time performance appeared to stabilize. Cooper and DeWath noted significant 
fewer differences between the libraries in Year 2 than in Year 1* Some 
differences in library style remained, however, the search processes 
appeared to become more uniform* (see Appendix II) 

"The move from half-pay to full-pay generated very little change \^ 
in library operations. Search volume remained Roughly the same,' as did 
aearch activities. The withdrawal of two libraries from the project 
left the sample too small to make any robust comparisons between » 
libraries. 
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CONCLUSIONS 



This section provides a brief discussion of our overall^ impressions • 
of online searching in the public library. They are based on the DIALIB 
project, on data we have obtained (describing similar services [5,27], 
an^ on a review of the' relevant literature. 

.1 

The public library of the future will' undoubtedly offer computfer-based 
services of various types to a'^greatly expanded clientiele. ' However, how* 
feasible is it for the public library to do so today , and what are the ' - 
major Qract||al and philosophical questions^ it raises? 'TheMALIB exper- 
iment ms MHL ^'^ly a 'limited success—at least from tne point of developing 
a viable sea^% service in the four participating lib^riesT " The. problems 
and issues it n^sed may, however, -be excellent guidelines for futu^ 
public library planning. 



V.l. The Market 



j- 



Online searching has been expanding rapidij f^pm a highly specialized^ 
service available only to, or through, government ajgencies, to a 'service 
_^that Is available to hundreds of academic^ l^ Lbrari'^ and^ industrial users. 
Heretofore, however, it has'not been available tP the general .public. Until 
the advent of DIAtiB, only people associated, with large orgafiizalions had 
access to the scientific , technical and business-oriented data bases 
available through Lockheed, and other <^endors. 

The DIALIB experiment has shown that there is a market f^ existing - 
data basfes. It is made up of employees of smari businesses; of students 
from colleges and universities who do not ptherwise have convenient access 
to online searching, of individuals who are ^^,tarting- up a business, doing 
personal research or. investigation, and of local^gbvernment ofiEicials. 
Other users of the service car(ie from government agencies of all gizes and 
descriptions, and small high-technol(^ firms. Jhese p.eople appear to h^ve 
a need for access to online searching and may have ho other point of 
access. They have been vocal in ^heir endorsement of the public library as 
a linking agent to the data bases, and have been willing to pay for the use 
of the service. 

. "' * . 

^Unfortunately, it is no.t possible to. .estimate what usage of the service 
wduld be if the libraries were able or willing to fengage in a modest 
amount of advertising. The service Vas publicized vigorously wH^n the 
•DIALIB experiment began, "using demonstrations, posters, brochures,, news- * 
paper stories, etc. Sinc^ the searches were free 'during the first year^ ^ 
demand soon began to tax the staff resources- "of the participating" libraries . 
The publicity led to a demand that appeared' to be greater than they could 
handle. ^ Additipnal promotional .efforts were halted. Although the demand 
during the second and third years of the experiment vas less than the 
'libraries felt they could support, they were\nwilling to authorize further v 
publicity. As a result, most users of the service during the second and ^* 
third years heard about it |:hrough word-of-mouth . * 
* » ^ 
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V«2* 'Library Impact 

V,2.1^ What Skill^ and Training Are Require)l? 

Many librarians Involved in DIALIB became skilled online' seatchers* ' 
although most wcJuld agree with one of the' conclusions frorrf the Intarim 
. Report that to maintain search. prof iciency, - "online seaFohers must complete 
some 'cri^tical mass' of searches each month in each 'da\a base for whihh' 
proficiency is desired; the large number of different data bases makes it 
difficult for an individual to maintain a therdugh knpwledge of each data 
base." [1] . * ' /"^ ' ^ 

Several^ DIAI^IB patrons -who responded to a fpllow-up questionnaire 
complained that the librarians were not suf f i^:iently expert to do a good ' 
■job — perhaps as a result of the* large number of data bases .and low volume 
of search ^requests . When fees were charged, users, became increasingly 
demanding of expei^'t ^professional service and critical when they*,felt th^ y . 
weren't getting it. ^ • ^ 

There appear *to be two problems' here — training on specific data 
bases and subject skills. Many DJALIB searchers complained about the . • , j 
lack df training on specific 'data bases and emphasized the need for 
such training'. Each, data base is unique — it has its os^, organization, 
> thesaurus,, and/idiosyncr^cies . While it is possible to search the data 
base with little- or no training, the rauality of .a search is -to . * 

a l^rge extent determined by the training -and experience of ,the . - 

searcher in the data base being searched. 

The second problem area has to do with subject expejrtise. For' 
research queries of greater complexity than "simple fact" -ques- 

tions, mariy people feel that the , searcher should be a subject^expe^. " ^ 

It is felt that a libxariah searching Chemical Abstracts, for exaii>p3.e, 

cannot do a ^ood ^ob' without a knowledge of chemistry. This problem ^can 

be at least partially resolved by having the patron present for .the search^^ 

to assist the searcher. (This assumes, of course, that the patron has somSm 

knowledge, of the search topic area.) ' 

^ Is this an' insurmountable problem with using public librarians as 
searchers of scientific and technical data l?ases? The public librarian is' ^ 
alnrost always a generalist (or a specialist in a broad area). It remains an 

'open question whethe^ a generalistr^n- effectively provide services to 
highly specialized groups'. Perhaps the publicf librarians could more * 
effectively serve other gtoups, leaving the provision of scientific and „ 

. technical information service for experts in these areas. Organizations 
and groups that specialize in the provision of expert cqmputer -searching ^ 
can, assign one searcher to three or four data , bases; it may well be "^that 
for tjie mo^st effective searching, such specialization is required.- . - - 

V.,2.2 Is there a cor\fiection between skills developed for manual searching 

and^ skills u8ef ul in ct>mputer database searching? ^ * 

' 1^ ■ - ' . * * 

The traditionally trained (i.e., as a generalist) publix: librarian 
doefls h^ve a variety of skills that are directly applicable t?b the kinds 
of skills required in online searching. Th^se include^the ability ta form- 
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an adequate search*. jquery by consulting with the user and encouraging the 
user to commmunicate his needs fully. The traditionaily-tr^ined reference 
librarian is already expert with complex manual tools — thesauri, ?^dices,. 
etc. — and the skills, developed with these tools ^fe transferable tc 
computer database searching. \ 



Ther^^ is considerable evidenc-e 'that traditional reference librarians 
are willing and able to learn data base search techniques. The .Nottheast 
Academic Science Information Center (NASIC) , an organization that functioned 
as an orgarflzational intermediary between the daCa base producers and a 
gtoup of academic libraries, became deeply involved in the ^training of 
reference librarians to use online searching. On the minus side,, they 

'^f ound that' "not all librarians are well suited to adapt to the ne^ role qf 
"information , services librarian" (as they\ termed ^the librarian trained* to 
do online searching). Problems included fear of ^the terminal, a reluctance 
to type at the keyboard ip^.the uper'^' presence, afnd "an unwillingness or 

% inability to undertake thfe intellectual effort associated' with conbeptuaf- 
izing a search problem and creating ^ appropriate search strategy." On 
the plus 'Side, however, they had an overall 80% success rate whirh they 
maintain "re^jresents significant documenta^tion of * the capability df the > • 
traditional reference librarian to fill this nfew role." [29] ' ^ 

*V.2^3 Are libra'ry schools .preparing librarians Jto deal with the 
new information tools ani technologies? * \ ' 

Although lil?rary schools are expanding their programs to incorporate 
modern technology and principles, of information .scieyc^e into their programs, 
change comes slowly. As 'Williams (32) has noted:* 

"Schools of information science a^d schools of* library , science have 
not kept up" with the rapid develo^ents in the last ten' years and their 
curricula have not had nearly enough" emphasis , on the cfesign and^use* Qf • 
• data bases and on associated software, systems, and search services. 
These schools definately need to?. change thei^ emphasis and introduce 
new courses if they are going to produce people capable of d^signtpg^ * 
and providing modern reference services.". ' ' — ' 

Library schools must d^v^elop progra^ which will, train librarians'^ 
to deal not only with tbe the^libraries and information services' of the 
present, but also of the futire. This requires concentration on conceptual 
and analytic skills rp cope with* the full rang^*^^of' information 'processes 
and activities rather tlian training to perform specific tasks or- deal with 
specific technology. Given the ^pid ^dv^nce? in information ana ^communication 
technology in the l^st two decades, eyen current, *st^te-of-the-arjt library 
systems may soon be obsolete. In, short, library schools must learn to focus 
on processes rathet* than on. tasks and specific technology. 

V.2.*4 Is the role p^f in-depth reference ffearchet "a^new^^one for the V 
public librarian? ' ' 

■ ■ - ■ ■ ■ - 1 . '■ ■ : . ■ 

How much time actually is spent by a pilbjic librarian in lengthy, 
in-depth, personalized searches for a client*? 'The answer sfeems to be 'that 
the majority of publjLc -librarians (including reference libra^i^us) spend 
very' little time conducting such searches. , The same, seems to be true'-of 
most academic librarians. ' ? « * 



David J?ax, director of NASIC, says that, "in the academic environment', 
. ^ ' *with the 3ingle major exception of ^e biomedical library, the reference 
' .^ibtarian has noC traditionally performed personalized search services for 
. ' either faculty or students because of the lack of staff time and resources 
**' .for such services. As a re'sult,^the role of the online' searcher is a 
^ . tQtally^ new one ^af-^ the academic reference, librarian." • 

.Wax contrasts the new role for the academic librarian with the role of 
the special librarian. "In mast governmental and commercial libraries, the 
librarian as an online searcher represents only an extension of the tradi- 
tional role of the special librarian. The, conducting of ^personalised 
bibliographic searches has long b.een an activity af the^special librarian; 
the online search is merely a newfand less, costly means of providing this 
•-^ service." [29] • ' ' ' 

The online search could, perhaps, be viewed as a custom information 
• package (Jr personalized library service. As such it could be considered 
a new type o^|^ryice, not simply a faster, cheaper way of carrying 
out an old service* ' This perspective could provide support for charging for 
the service, especially when there is reason to believe th|it the library 
would be hard-pressed to, offer the service at all withcuat some" T^eans of 
recouping its costs from the users. ' * ^ 

In general, there appear to be few precise re^ierence/inrornfation p^icies 
In public libraries which establish limits in terms o.f services offered, 
topics covered, patron eligibility, anti allocation of staff tiiqe. Public 
libraries have been able to live with informal limits because *the-jLe?mands 
placed upon reference service have not been that g^reat• One majoij result of ^ 
the DIALIB experiment has been to, focus attention on the referyence function 
in the public library. Given the rapid advances in information technology, 
* it wouid 3eem considerable thought should be invested in determining what 

the reference function of the public library should be in the future. 

"It would seem," writes one commentator "that we have riot honest J.y or 
realistically decided upon a philosophy Concerning the nature ^'and scope of 
theseN^ervices. How much service do we provide for whom, whenr,> where,^ and 
at wha^evel?" • [13] - . " 

'v. 2. 5 What "human factor" elements exist, and how will they inhibit 
. * or help the development of online searching in the public lib racy? 

. The future of online searching in the public library will probably 
est in large part on the attitude^ of the people providing the service . 
he antflysis of Year II of the DIALIB experiment, for 'example, concluded' 
that "the attitude, of the head reference* libra^rian toward online retrieval 
affects the speed and efficiency with which searches' are completeci." 
Speed and efficiency of the service will have an impa'ct, in the long run, 
on the ability of the cstervice to attract and keep a clientele.^ 

, The reasons underlying negative attitudes towards such a ^x.vice are 
manifold. One may be* a regefitment (and fear) 6f ?hutomation: ^ 
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"Some librarians have become particularly, sensitive on the subject of 
the mechanization of information and library processes. They be- 
lieve, and-^tl^htly so, that they have been retrieving information for 
^ ^ years, and^at it is basically :a human process." In library terms, 
they call ii-^eference work, and most librarians are very skillful 
infbrmation -hunters. Their pride is therefore legitimately disturbed 
by suggestions rpde by s'ome -naive persons that a mechanical cure-Sll 
just over the. horizon will place the Library of Congress ii^ a small' 
" black box^ increase efficiency a thousandfold, and do all- thfs at 
less cost." -[11] • • 

Other reasons include strong convictions about f ee-f or-service, concerns 
about budget constraints, concerns about primary target groujjs for library 
services; ^staffing constraints, etc. ' ' . - | " ^ 

V.2.6 What changes can be expected in the library as a result of the service, 
in terms of work load, demands»on the collection, image in Ihe- community, 
allocation of staff time, etc? ^ 

The intr'oduction of online searching into the public library setting 
gives the library a ' chance to change its image by expanding and deepening 
its services. The* computjer allows the public library to offer personalized 
data base search services, for both individuals and organisations. Stuch 
services can expand the library's clientele, . and make it a more useful 
information resource to these segments of the populatfon. However, the 
f»irst two' years of the DIALIB experiment had little noticeable impact on 
library image in the librarian's Judgement. [1] ^ . ^ - 

» 

Offering a new se^rvice requires rhat the ^library be prepared to 
undertake an active role>in^user education and promotion to introduce their 
clientele to the service and to attract new clientele. 

' * 0 * 

According to Martha Williams [31], once the service is in use, the '-. l^i,' 
library must be prepared for a change In acquisitions policy.' 'Online 
searching may identify a need to subscribe to new j ournals. Database 
searching can affect the interlibrary loan traffic of the library "as 
^-^feSI.^ borrowing organization or as a lending organization, depending an 
J:he c^)rrespondence between the -library's, setial's and monograph collections 
and the ret^?ieved citations from database searches". David Wax o£ NASIC 
suggests that the library must^face the possibility that there will be an 
increased use' of its serials collection and a clear increase in inter- 
library loan activity. (However, the DIALIB libraries did not experience 
this effect.) 

, The most noticeable impact of the second year evaluation of DIALIB 
was in the allocation of reference staff time. This time^'allocatiou 
was identified as "one of the most important factors to be considered in 
plannitig an online search seryice".. [1] / 



V"*3 Financial Considerations 



' Online searching costs money — bath in terms^of staff tj.me'and in 
terms of actual outlay of, funds. For a detalied.-discussion of the costs of 
an online search service in the pub Hp library , see *the Cooper and DeWath 
analysis in Appendix II and in the second year DIALIB report [7,8] *The 
financial requirei3\ents ..£or online searching can be divided, into three 
types. ^ <^ . , * 

• • v= < ' 

Capital (startup) costs include initial training^ initial purchase, 
of a computer terminal (if the, terminal ts purchased), purchase of document- 
ation, and initial training costs* " - 

' '» . ' o 

Marina! (or variable) co6ts are those costs that can be^ associated 
with a specific search. ' They include retrieval service costs (iased on 
terminal connect time and printing charges), communicatiott coets, and 



search 



>rrfated staff time. ^ • '^^ii , ^ 

• - -.-^f^ ;• 

Overhead charges are those charges that are specific to the online 
search service but cannot be associated with any spec}.fic searc'h. These ' 
may include terminal rental (if the-^^erminal is rented), terminal mainten- 
anc^e, staff time,' initial training (and also search-related 'staff time df not 
charged* as a marginal cost) , maintenance of documentation and maintenance 
of training. / ^ > . 

V.3«l Is "Free Service Feasible? ^ 

■ - : ^ 

Is it possible f^r the library to completely subsidize an online search 
^service, without having^ to cut back severely on all its other prog^ramp? 
.though libraries might like to be able to offer unlimited completely 
ibsidized searches, budget problems preclude them *f rom doing so. 

Libraries have several options for- dealing witl> these charges. 
ThSV can absorb all costs into the library budget and offej^free searches 
to \air, dr^ they Can elect to charge and recover a polrtion or all of the qosts 
We pave Observed^ tVo approaches to the 'cost recovery solution. ^ " 

The San Jose and San Mateo libraries chose* to recover marginal costs 
via patron fees-' All capital and overhead costs were aasumed by the 
libraries (including all ataff time). This solution did produce^staf f 
impact problems that are described elsewhere in this report. 

^ Qther lij>raries who have introduced online searching have opted 
for different s^olutions. INFORM (Minneapolis Public Library), [27] and 
INFO. 2 (Tulsa Public Library) [5] chose ^to recover all marginal costs, 
including staff time, through patro^t-cttftrges. , They bo^h charge ' an hourly 
fee of $25 in addition to search and print charges. This fee appears to 
cover actual staff costs plus at least a p\rtion qf their overhead costs. 
Although -we know of no publfc libraries tha^^ provide free online searching, 
some, academic libraries, such as West Valley College in Los Gatos,* Ca. have 
exp^rimenfetf with this approach. 

H;^ "the fee question, with regards to online searching, is summarized 
briefly on the following page. - ^ 



1; If the f^rvice is. going to be free, then it must be free to. all. TKis 
means that it must be advertised to all segments of the library popula'tion. 
This meafts, of course, that demand for^, the service will probably show a. <^ 
rapid growth rate (see the growth figures, AHigren [1]) and will haye 
significant impact on staff time. Eventually it will require the establish- 
ment of some sort of priority or* the service may consj^me an excessive share 
af the, library budgets How can these priorities be set? 

2. if the .-service is to be fee--based, then 

' a) what cost elements should be i;ecovered by fee and what cost elements 
Should be absorbed into the library-budget; and 
b) should a surcharge be assessed to support other services and searc 
'services for those who cannot afford fees? 

If the fee does not include recovery for staff ^costs, then the search 
service must compete with other services for staff time. Given afixed" 
amount of staff time, either -'Search volume must be. coktrolled or other 
services will suffer.- If volume is controlled however, that control may 
impact potential user groups uneqifally and generate de facto discrimination^ 

Unfortunately, the fiscal management" practices in the libraries we 
have observed do not appear to provide the kind of data which can be use'd 
to^help determine charge policies fo^r online searchi^ig. » * 

_ , In general, libraries tend to accountNfbr or allpcate staff time' 
on a very general basis. If staff costs w^^e treated as marginal costs 
and assigned to specific activities it would proj^de a mu'ch clearerjiicture 
5f how staff time is utilized. More* specif ically none of the libraries we 
studied recorded reference staff activities in sufficient detail to allow 
accurate costing of reference activities. If *such recbrds 'were available, 
they would be extremely valuable, iti assessing the cost of ottline searching. 

Librarfes already do receive some income — from book fines, copy 
services, rental, typewriters, >t^c. Often, these funds are applied against 
the ^'general library budget, rather than accruing to specific programs. 
Thus, although the librari^^^ cha^fee fo'r some services, the funds do not 
accrue to these service's*. * i^^'fefes are to be charged for specific library 
services,, then it seems reasi>tfeble that these fees should be , specif ic^lly 
allocated against the costs o^-^ th*e ^ee-pr1>ducing services. 

We. areTi^)t advocating movement towards an alj.-fee library. • Rather^ 
we suggest t-hat if ^hy fees are to fie^harged in the library, they should 
accrue to the library to suf>port differ ^servioes and to^ provide incentive 
for efficient management. If, for example, fees were set to provide for 
full cost recovery plus, some reasonable surcharge, the surcharge- could be 
used to-suppoft 'Other sei^vices an^ to provide "grants" to those who desired 
access to Jthe fee services but lack funds . to pay for th^m. Our st-adi^of 
online searching indicate that patrons are willing to pay for ihe service. 
In fact, patron feedback regarding fees suggests a price elasticity that* 
could certainly .Absorb a modest surcharge.. The success of 'INFORM t27] ,and ' 
INFO 2 [5] support this observation. \ 
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^ For the present, tha cost of online searching makes the cost of 
unlimited free service economicaMy infeasible. Costs are dropping, but 
for the next few years we feel they will remain too high to allow public 
support of unlimited free searching* It is possible that some limited free 
searching program could be developed, based on either public funds or a 
surcharge on fee searches. ' ^ ^ " 

One approach, to free 'searching might be to offer a very tightly 
definejd program. Such a program would require a specified budget and 
well-defined limits regarding data bases to be searched, funds to be ' 
expended per search*, access, type of requests that vould be answered, ^ 
number of searches* allowed per individual, etc. In; short, the library would 
have to accept that there were finite limits to the search program budget 
and develop' rules" to provide for the equitable distribution of those 
funds. * - '-^ ^ 

In a cost study conducted for this project Cooper and De^ath' <S'ee 
Appendix II) found that the average actual cost of searches conducted 
during the' second year of the DIALIB project^ was approximately $26 including 
staff time, connect time, and ^the cost of offtine print^g, but'not includ- 
ing "the cost ^f terminal rental. A budget of $500 per month would provide 
for a terminai and approximately fifeteen free searcKes^er montt^^. A budget 
of $1,000 per ^onth shouldbe ample to support a search volume of approxi- 
mately 30. searches per monthi^-'^a^s is roughly the monthly search volume 
experienced by the DIALIB librari^ during the second and thiyd ^ears of. 
the project. It would be imperative, however, that some sort ^f limits be 
established for the service. 

SiJ^cif ication/of service limits i^not urmfeiial in public libraries. 
Just as libraries .itovl^harge for some services, they also* have' limits on 
some services. Som^ c^ip^a^^s^have residence requirements for checking out 
bo6ks; some li&it' lzh^ '|u:^^D^er of books a'patron* can check out at anyone 
time. /' 

' ■ • ' /f - • 

Thus both th'fe'f^ee and fee appoaches have a number of aspect^ which 
must be carefully , considered by a library planning to offer online 
searching. ^Ultimatel^, the decision i? up to the librarj. " ' ' 

V.3.2. I^ould fee service be accepjtable to the^ library? 

. Many .librarians strbngly oppose charging- for any library service and 
It appear^ that a gif^at many librarians would rather not offer a service 
at all than offer it for a fee [IC^L/f]. The California Library Association 
(CLA) recently passed a reso,lution ia which tjiey stated that ^'public 
*librari%s should provide free access to online database services just as 
they do other library, materials (like an expensive reference book) regairdles 
of price". [2] In' the mid-winter meeting of the American Library Association 
a similar motion failed [2l] however in its 197'7 Annual meeting in Detroit, 
.the 'ALA did, pass a resolution to the effect that charging for li^brary ' ' 
^servicres is discriminatory in publicly supported institutions. f9] However, 
as the Library Journal notes: \ ^ 

/' \ ' • ' ^ ^ ' ' ' 



V 




*\The fele debate will be* witb^«s^ow, f or yes^rs* t;,p co16e_. We'^^e o 
B^^&un, and by theu^imerx^e^re finished; we/l'l have'ha<i opinioijB^f rgm 
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[24] 



V.3«3- How can inantfal and copputer-assisted reference 
^ fcoippared ! in terms ot^-dst? ' . • ^ 



marches \ be 

s 



There ^has been mitch^ disct^ssion about the jeTonnection between 
and jG^omputer r^fereXice work in^ the public library. Suck question 
charge foj|<j^e if you don't' cha^rge for the/other?" — 
the fee- iSBBXrov^rsy . 



as "Why: 

bring us right' back to 




. A recent cOiuparlson of. manual, vers^us Computer re£^||gnce searches 
.-;fon sopfti3.ticated'. r^'ference questl;>f{s in an industriaij||yS)rary indicates" 
"that the "average" manual search/costs $250. The san%3icaiy:h conducted * 
online costs only $47* [12] Most^ufelic library reierence question's, a,t 
,\ le^s t in the, DiAtiB libo^aries, tend to^^^-of^he quick-answej[_variety and 
'-require*' only -a few minutes of searching. ^ 



^ * To. the h^st of our knoi^edge, there are no stu3^e3 that compare manual 
and .online searching in publit J.ibraries . The lyjAtJB libraries did not 
document reference activities in^^tiff icient dcfail to make suet) comparisons^^ 

The introduction of online searchijtg provided the librariari^ with a 
' new tool which allowed them to greatly^expand the scope and depth oi 

their reference searches. It also provided them with increased confidence 
to deal with technical reference questions • The service also, undoubtedly, 
^erferated an increased demand for sophisticated reference- services in the 
libraries. This occasionally backfired. For example, one patron submitted a 
sophisticated search to be coiuhi^ted online, but upon learning that a fee ■ 
would be^ assessed, • requested "that the same search be conducted manually (free 
of charg'e) . The library had already accepted the request and was obliged to 
conduct^ the search manually — even though it co«ldj/iS^^^^^«rfr''done* more " 
rapidly, and efficiently online. IJe wonder if the library would have accepted 
the' search had the the oriline search capacfty not beqn available. 

VvA Operational Considerations ' - 



There are several models Chat the public library might explore * c 
for offering online searching. Four are discussed briefly in the following 
sections • 



V;4.1 The "in-house" model 



On^ model i^'to develop^an In-house^ search capacity as did^the DIALIB * 
participants;. I^Ius will requiri^ a. terminal (purchased or leased) and* 
communioation lines, contract with an online retrieval service, and at 
least one trained librarian who performs searches as^ part of his/her 
regular 'duties. The Redwood City, Cupertino and San Jose City Libraries are 
all examples of this model, and 'it Is discussed extensively throughout 
this report. . ^ ^ 
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V.4'.2 Th'B network model 

^ - ^' ' 

The network model builds oh an existing library network or serves as 
the nucleus ^fpr one. One library provides search services for all network 
members. All librarians receive a basic orientation program and conduct 
^query negotiations at their respective libraries. Queries^ are sent to the 
'^:)^a?rch library, the search is conducted, and the results are sent either to 
Vtfeeforiginating librar.y or directly to the patron. The San Mateo County 
Library is an example* of the network model., 

' • ^- 

This model provides economy of scale which should both reduce costs 
and improve efficiency by providing a critical mas^ of searches. It has the" 
disadvantage of increasing the distance between the client and the searcher, 
however our comparison of in-house vs. branch' interface with clients found 
no difference in the ^alue* of the searches provided by the in-house and 
network models. One potential problem, however, is the reluctance of netwotk 
members to forward requests for assistance, as indicated in Section VI.8,' 
and Appendix IV. " « • o - * 

V.4.3 The library-broker model 

Private informatfon brokers cpuld contract with libraries to supply 
online search support. The library would handle the query negotiation and 
submit the query to the broker. The broker would conduct' the search and the 
client wo,uld obtain the completed search from the broker, who would bill 
the client for the ^^earch. 

> 

V.4.4 The referral Ihqdel * ' • 

A variation of the library-broker model would be for the library to 
provide referrals to organizations providing online search seryices. These 
might include other libraries, brokers, or other organizatioits . ^ • 

" ■ The library broker and referral models may be useful to avoid the 
-...problem of possible competition between-^^^he^ library offering search services 
^Xitself and the new information organization^^- — conafffercial ijrformatlon 

vendors and brokers — that are developing. These "for-profit" .entities with 
their explicit business orientation and harrow focus (their freedom ifjom 
'the broad^ expectations which weigh* upon the public library) may be able to ^ 
operate more e^ectively and efficiently than the public library*«can^. 

V.5 The Future 



Earlier, we discussed the fact that with current data bases, the 
li"^rary may not be able to' generate enough business to justify providing 
online searches to clients Who may only be a small segment;^ of the total 
user population-. However, why should libraries limit themselves to cur- 
rently .existing data bases in' planning for .the future? The potential of 
computer data" bases, to provide' access to information of all , kinds, is very, 
great. 
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Today, the public library may be able to expand its usual clientele 
*by providing dnline access to scientific, engineer^ing and business files 
.that da not primarily constitute a* significant part of their collection. 
The precedent of computer services available in#the public libral^il^y 
eventually lead to data bases of interest to the "common man" — j-ob infor- 
mation, referral services, listing of apartments and houses for rent and c 
for sale—in fac^t, an all-around community -information service. 

Libraries, Ifn planning for the future, sTiould not only ask themselves 
who their us^ys are today, but who their Wers might be in t^e future^. 
Their *futu^e users might be scientists or engineers, or the massive' gtoup 
of peoplre who' simply aren't interested in using the public library today, 
because they/ have never found it useful ^for^ t^hefir particular needs. Small 
public libraries in remote locations might ^especially- benefit from the use 
of computer and communication technology to provide services to "ordinary" 
people. The smalJL library" could, with the 4ielp of ^ these . tecVinoljOgies , be 
transformed 'into a resource of great utility and versatilit^^^- THis is the 
focus of the NCLIS plan. 

Another possible future development is the "information. grant" which 
would be used to pay for library fee services. Under an information grant 
program those who desire access to fee-based information services but 
are unable to ""^^ for them could apply for a grant ,to -cover the co^t of 
those services. ^ These grants could.be made either out of general funds 
(similar to tlie way mdny other Social services are funded)f o^" 'they could be 
financed by a surcharge .on the information sefvice fees chatted Sy the 
libraries* / , ' . . 

The development of an information grant f)rogram may ^o a ,long way 
towards meeting the complaints of oppo'nents of f ee-f or-service. activities 
in the public library. It would require a great deal of work, and consider- 
able creativity and imagination on the part* of librarians, however we feel 
the potential justifies tfivestigation; . 
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VI . PROBLEM AREA^ 



Although' the DIALIB study indicates that the public library can 
serve as a linker between online search services and the general public, 
it also identified a number of problems whiclj must be solved if the service 
is to-be a success. He' have idetxtified ten maj&r problem areas which are 
described in the following section. 

VI. 1 Establishing Scope. and Limits of Service 

Th-e first problem areta a library will confront, in offering online 
searching is how to definL^ the' fecope and limits of service. Every library 
has some Bet of rules tt^ define, scope and service. Some rules are expli^iit — 
such as requiring cardfe to check,' out books, the "requirements for library 
cards, ^etc. Other rules are implicit, rather than explicit — for exampTe 
rules governing reference servi^ces. In adjdition, the library can also 
lifnit service withotit- rules— ;by not advertising the seryice. 

In offering online searching the library must invest, significant 
effort into establishing the scope and. limits of the service. Issues- 
which must be dealt with include: * . . , ^ 

" What are the goals and* objectives of the service? ' 

•Will the service ^e used"^!©, support internal operations, 
tro provide service to patrons, or both? ^ ^ 

What limits should be' established interms of subject areas| ^ 
costs, staff t^me, etc ? 

Who will be allowed access -to the service? 

When wilJ^ the service be available? ^ ^ , ^ 

What kind of, service will be provided? 

These are major questions. Determing the 5cope and limits of the ' ^ 
service has major impaction other decisions which must be made. It is 
important that the service should be structured by the goals and objectives 
of the library and the needs of -its patrons, not by the potential of online 
searching. ' • . 

' ^- . - ' t 

VI. 2 Staff Time Requirements > 

Staff time requirements, associated with the introduction and provision 
of ' online searching cannot be over-emphasize'd . Throughout tjie DIALIB 
experiment staff, time was the major inhibiting factor. 'Searches averag^ 
approximately one hour (for^quexy negotiation, search preparation, searching 
and post-search activities). In addition, time is required for p;:omotion, 
accOiinting, and training of search personnel. 

Libraries planning to introduce online searching must v^ry carefully 
Lder the impact on the 
Drt the new service oi 
when user demand developrs, 



consider the impact on their staff. They must be prepared to. ad/i staff ^|o 
support the new service or to divert, staff from other activitras, if an^ 




VI > 3 Staff Attitudes and Support * 

Preconceptions and attitudes of library personnel toward fee-based 
"•service, and role of reference services play ^a great part: in determining 
the direction and ultimate success of online searching. 

; . <" 

^ More specifically, the attitudes and support of the head reference 

librari^ and the library director ^re crucial to the success of online 
searching. Unless both are firmly committed to work for and support online 
searching, the probability for success is at best marginal. 

The attitudes and. support of the reference librarians who will serve ' 
as searchers are al$o important^ However their reactions towards online 
searching in the public library will be determined, to a large extent by" 
the activfties and, opinions of the head reference librarian and the library 
director. ^ ' ' • 

In developing a plan fox online searching, it is vit^l that emphasis 
be placed on establishing and maintaining the support of the library 
staff—from the administration to the reference service to the circulation 
department. * 

VI > A Supporting tjie Service Financially ^ , / * 

Libraries have^^o basic options fdr supporting pnlipe searching — 
. ^ it can either be- supported from the library budget and offered to the 
patron at no^cost, or it can^Tje offered at a fee. Both approaches are 
discyssed in'some detail^ in Section V.3. ' F 

If tlie service is suppi^rted by the library b^j^t,' then iihe library 
must develop policies which define and limit the -servi^c'^ prbvided.^In 
the free portion of the DIALIB project tli^^^Jj^raries did not: pl'^ce overt ■ 
Jimlts on the service. When they were confronted -by rapidly increasing 
, search requests* they opted for an implicit form of control—cutting off 
all publicity about the service'. The lack of specific policies and rules 
for the online search service had a continued impact on the-'DIALIB project. 
This Is an area which should be of prime concern re^arc^less' of .whether the ' 
service Is offered on a free or pay basis* " , 

- rt' \ ' ' ^ ^ - ' 

If the- library chooses the f ee-f 8r-service approach to online search-^ 
ing, we suggest, that the library seriously consider tl?5 cost recovery 
approaclx, indicated in Section V.3.I, that at a minimum recovers full 
marginal costs- of , th'e service, including staff time. Our data indicate 
that patrons who are willing to pay for the service probably will be 
willing to p^y for staff as well as search posts. Failure^ to recover sjiaff 
costs will result in an additional staff burden .on the library. Unlesi^^e 
library is able to provide additional staff time to meet this burden,,^ (and 

^ Ijxcrease the additional staff tirje as search vplume increases) the search 

, • service ^^^ll be forced to compete with other services to its detrimen;t. 
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VI *5 ' Need for Promotion & Education 

Proraoti^ aaJ e^i|jpation is an essential part* of the development of 
the online search -service. Failure to promote the service will^ ensure that 
it is used by only a portion of the potential user population — essential- 
ly the sophisticated info^rmation user. Given that the service will be at 
le^st partially supported by public funds, it is incumbent upon the library 
to ensure that all potential users be made aWare of the availability and 
potential of the service.. Failure to do so may constitute de ^lEacto discrim^ 
ination against the less sophisticated information user. 

In many cases this will require not only promotion, but also education. 
Promotion* is concerned wit4i, making people aware of the service. Ediication^ is 
concerned with teaching them the capabilities and limits of the service. 
Regardless of .whether is is free or not, the search service should be used 
only when there is a reasottable expectation of success. To do otherwise 
would generate a significant strain on staff time and would be a disservice 
to the patroa*-' < , , . 

VI. 6 Need for Searcher Training * 

In addition' to documentation, the libraf^ must also invest in searcher 
training on data bases. The search services generally offer one and two 
day training sessions In the use of their systems, however training, in t*he . & 
use of specific data bases i^ generally affere'a by the datd base producers. 

• Lack of specific data base training was a, common complaint among ^ 
librarians in all libraries during all three years of the .project. In \ 
obtaining specific data base draining the llljrary will confront thr^e 
problems:. ^ " '^ ^ « ** 

availability^ of training — ^ data base providers generally offer 
training sessiotife only a few times a year in varipjis pa.rt'S of the 
country; , . , 

* availability of (Personnel, — ^ sending libxTarians to training presents a 
staff cost expense to the library; and 

training costs — many data base providers charge for training ses- * 
sions and, unless the sessions ire available locally, training may 
^ require travel and per diem costs. ^ 

VI. 7' Need for Documentation " ^ ^ . • ' 

« ** * * - 

To provide effective searching, the library must be preparecT to invent - 
in and maintain adequate support documentatipn. Documentation is required 
both for the search services, and for each individual data base. Some 
of this^ documentation is available free of charge, however some must be 
purchased.. Costs for this documentation range from a low of $10-$15 to a 
h^gh c^^^ell over $100 per dat^ base. 



There is a nee^ for better documentation/that describes and compares ^ 
number of data bases and 'search services. Sotoe work ji'as been done in this 
area (for example by the Na^tipnal* Federation ^f^Alssff acting and 'Indexing 
Services and by Martha Williams and the American Sociefy for^ Information 
Science) - ^' \ o 
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VI>8 Need for a Critical Mass of Searches 

• ' t 
Pi critical- mass of searches is required to maintain searcher compe- 
tence* Most librarians interviewed agreed that 5-10 searches per month 
were necessary to maintain search skills for each data base*«^ Certainly it 
is poss'ible to conduct searches on a less frequent basis, however the 
librarians indicated that they felt- under these circumstances they w,ere 
le'ss" efficient • ^ . - 

The search competence is concerned with specific data bases rather 
than general skills required to deal with the search system* 

This suggests. that rather than have one or two searchers handling 
all searches it would be more effective to train a number of searchers and 
have each specialize in only a lew databases* ' * . 

Centralized searching for a library network is feasible — data show 
little difference in client satisfaction with results when the search is , 
negotiated at>a branch rather than, the searching library* Tjie data also 
show, however, that branch libraries in San Mateo County sent in few 
searches* Thus although maintenance of a ceritralized search facility may 
provide the necessary critical mass, careful attention must -be paid to 
training and working with bran\:h librarians* Training should include 
familiarity with the online Search service, an awareness of available data 
bases, and query negotiation. ' ^ 

VI *9 Management and Evaluation * 

^« Another area which libraries shoiild explore carefully xs management 
and evaluation* We^have noted elsewhere the need for improved managenient 
practices — particularly in accounting for staff time** It is essential 
that accurate data' be collected "to allow 'tjie library administrator to 
assess the impact of the search service — both on, the public, and on*" 
the library* This requires the estatrlisftment and maintenance of 
detailed procedures for recording staff time and activities* . . 

. ^ If the service is to be offered on a fee basis, then additional 
procedures are required to govern the collection of funds* ' > * 

If the service fered via a network, then it is important ^ » 

that a single, uniform system be developed tb transmit requests to " ' - 

the sea.rching library and to transmit search^results back to the ^ " 
requesting library. 

.uation is ektremely important* This includes "evaluation 
of the search^ service and evaluation of the impact of the service 
y6n the library and on the commun^t^y* It is essential that some 
procedure be deyeloped to collect user feedback to assist, in the* 
evaluation* , ' 
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VI* 10 Competltlon \ ^ , -^y . 

One last problem A^hich warrants/^some, dimms^ion is the potential 
for competition* Th^past few years have seeh^the development of the 
inf ormaiiion brpker business [28] • Inf ormatiom brokers are private organ- ' 
izations %rtio provide linkage services between cllejats'and sophisticated 
information services* There were no brokers operatingJ.n the^p^cific area 
of the DIALIB project,, and we are i\ot aware of any conflicts between ^ " 
private brokers and public libraries, however, the growth of this field, is 
such that it seems certain that such a situation will^e^eilt^lly occur, 
since it has begun to 'emerge in other areas [32] • The potential conflict 
generates a number of interesting questions* For example.: ) ^ 

1*^ Should public libraries compete with brokers.;in .offering fee-for-' 
service online searching to the public? If' so, under what-circum- 
stances? , ' * ' o ^ 

2* Could the library work out some sort of cooperative arrangement with 

the , broker where »5the library either purchases searches from the broker - 
or refers search clients to the broker? 

3* Given that the broker will demand -a fee for ^earphing, how will libraries 
deal with those people who wish to have access to^. the power of online 
, searching but cannot pay for it? ' 

We do, not have the answers to any of these qu^^stions* We pose them as 
a warniYig of conf l^g^ to cotae and as a suggestion for much needed policy 
re search • . " 





VII RECOIIMENDATIQtlS FOR FUTURg RESEARCH' 



Although the DIALIB study 
tbe impact of online searchin;; 
number of areas which require 
briefly below. 



VII.X-* Need for'Time and ^Motion Data on Reference Activi 



generated a va§t amt)unt of data describing 

on the public library, it also identified a ' 
future research* Three of these ^ are described 



We found little hard data[ to describe the sta^jf cost of everyday referen 
activities. Some studies have been conducted, but-additional experiments and 
studies are, needeci to develop more accurate descriptions of the reference, 
function. For example, we found the libraries did, not keep accurate records. 

uests handled, Some^kept coynts, but none' 
recorded the staff time re^uiited to deal specifically with reference 
questions. Data are' also ireed^d on the complexity , of reference questidns 
handled by public libraries\ it would-be interesting, for example, to 
conduct time-and-m*otion studies on manual reference services similar to ' m 
those conducted fey Cooper and peWath as part of the' DIALIB studies. jS 



and^ apply methodologies for collecting and 



We need studies a eve -LOT 
interpreting such data [17]. Weljljso need a* commitment on the part of 
library management develop ^^grams for the continued collection' of such 
data as ^n ongoing management activity. • ^ . ^. 



VII* 2 Need for Experiments with Funding Approaches 

The DIALIB project Qffei:;eia no interlibrary variation in fundirig 
algorithms. We do have some d'ata nrom other services such., as INFORM, METRO 
and INFO ..2, however? we' f eel' ajidj^tional experimenCs dealiitig specifically 



wyfh tbe financial suppcyrt 6fVonl,ine searching in 'the i)ublic library should 
bc^^conduc^ds . '^^^ * ' " ?^ * " • 

The management and administrat:^Tl of library 'resourpes. offers a very . 
fertile area for 4xplor|jfaf.on. As no'ted in 'the Tpreyious section, most ^* 
libraries fees are appl^jpfd against the geaerajf Iibf<qxv budget . Wh^wbuld 
*happe-n if these funds accrued to the programs whijcJi ^^^Iherated them? 
>> 

Staff tiroe^iiS also a resource and isV we feel,'".an eilljfemely interesting 
''area for experimentation. f >o- ^ ' 



Vlt.? Conceptual Refocusing of. the Role oi the Liby^y * * " . 

\ * 

Another "^area which deserves additional study *islt;he .roj^e ^of the library 
in arf increasingly in-formation dominated society. The National Commission on 
Library and Information Science continues to consider this problem. The 
White House Conference on Lib.rary and Information Services^ planned for 
1979, also will deal with this issue. We %ncourge- continued activity • in 
this -area — not only at the national, \but also- at the state and J.ocal' 
/levels. * ' - * . V- . 
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TABLE 1 



Minutes 

0 - 5 
5 - 
15 - 25 
.30-35 
40 - 45 
50 - 65' 
70 - 90 
TOTAL 



Average Off-Line Search Preparation 
Time By, 'Library (Year 3)' 
Percent of Searches 
. Cupertino San Mateo San Jose s 

(N=62) (N=242)' 



(N=22) 

59.1 % 

18.1 

22.7 



99.9 



41.9 % 

8.0 
19'.4 

9.7 

8.1 

6'. 4 

100.0 • 



5.4 % 

25.2 

51.3 

11.2 

■4s6 • 
1.7 
0."8' 



10Q.2 



Total 
(N=326). 



15.16' % 
21.7- • 
43-2 
10.1 

4.9 ^ 

2. 1 



/ 



2.1 



99.7 



Of 'interest ; ' - ' 

Th?! large amount of off— line preparation time per search for San. 
Jose compared to the fllher libraries. 



w 



Days 
1 

♦ • , 2 7 Vy^- 
8-14 

15 - 21 > 

22-42 
•0 or No Response 
TOTAL 

of Interest 



Cupertino 

o.o>% 

100-0 
0.0 



TABLE" 2 

Time For Patron To Receive 
Citations by Library . (Year 3) 
Percent of Searches 

San Jose 
(N=74)* 



San Mateo 
'•(N=16) 

12-5 % 

' '•56.4 

25^0 



13.5 % 
79.7 ^ 
5.5 



0.0 



100.0 



6.3 



L.^4 



100.2 

4r 



100.1 
r 



Total 
01=95) 

12.6 % 

76.8 ■ 

8.5 



2.1 



100.0 
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The large i|dfcentage-of searches .for San Ilateo'that had a delay 
-14 days.' ^ • • , - ' 
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of 8--14 days 
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TABLE 3p 



• Occupation of Client by Library^ (Year" 3) 




EMC 





Cupertino 


San Mateo 


San Jose 

/M— OA 9^ \ 


Tptak 


Technical Professional 


4.5 


3.2 


ll'.2 


9.2 


Graduate Student 


9:i'* 


- 25.8. 


24.4 


23.6- 


College Undergraduate 
Student 


^ • 9.1 


12.9 


2.9 


. 5.2* 


Education 


18.2 


* 

11.3 


32.6 


27.6 


"^NLlbrarian 




9.7 


4-.1 


5.2 


Professional 

(e-g-,-M.D., Lawyer, ^ 
Psychologist) 


' 9.0 


6.4 


.2.1 . 


• 

. 3.4 


Scientist or Research 


•9.1 


0.0 


0.8 


1-.2 


Business Prof essi^onal 


4.5 


11.3 


7.0 


7.7 ■• 
* 


Skilled Labor 


0.0 


3.2 


0.4 


0.9 


Social Worker 


4.5 


3.2 . 


0.4 


J 1-2 


Counselor/Therapist 


4.5 


0.0 . 


4.6 


3.6 


Other A 
(Nurse, Police, Priest, 
\ Salesman ^ Secretary, 
^^i^iteVy Farmer:, .Clerk) 


1 

•■ . 4.5 


6.4 ' 


^ 4.0 


4.5 


No ilesponse 

, TOTAp ' • - 

• - 


18.2 


6.5 


5.4 


6.4 


99.7 


99.9 


99.9^ 


99.7 


Of interest 

' The^ variation in client 


%' 

occupations 


• * 

between libraries. 


i 


• 


« 


"f 






' ' ' ' ■ . 

• • 


• • * 

50 











TABLE 


^- 








** > 

■ Reason for 


Online 


• 




- 


Search by Library (Year 3), 




i 




\ . 


# 








4"Cupertino \ 


'San Mateo 


San Jose 


Total 




(N=22) 


\ .' (N=6'2) 


{N«242) 


' , (N=326i) 


Job 


36.4 


25.8 


24.4 ' 


m 25*5 


Research Paper , 


36.4 


* , 40.3 


45.0" ' 


43.6' 


Personal Interest 


i 9.1. 


p.o 


2.1 


2.1 


School Assignment 


0.0 


• 12.9 


9.9 


9.8 


Advanced Degree Work 


0.0 


9.7 , 


6.2 


6.4 


Business Related 


0.0 


• o.o"'.-- 


1.2 


0.9 


Research and Development 


0.0 


1.6' 


0.0 


0.3 


Teaching 


0.0' 


0.0. 

• 


0.4 


. 0.3 


Nd R-esponse 


18.2 


9'. 7 


10.7 


. 11.0 


TOTAL >' . 


100.1 


- 100.0 . 


99.9 • 


99.9 


Of Interest 


r 


• 






y Variation between Cupertino and other 


libraries, particularly in 




job and personal interest. 




' * . / 








4 

TABLE 

4 


5 







Estimated Frequency of Library, Use 

by Online^Sear^ch Patrons 'by Library (year 3)' 



Frequency 




-Cupertino 
. (N=5)- 


San .Mateo 
(N=16) 


San, Jose • 
' .^=74)- 


To£al 
(N=95) 


Daily 




■ 20.0% 


12.5% 


0.0% \ 


3^2% 


, Weejcly 




0.0 

- ' * 


18.8 . 


- 17.6 




Several Times 


a Month 


0.0 


18.8/ 


^2.4'.^ 


28.4 


Monthly ' 
Several Times 


a Year 


^^^^^^^^ 

40.0 


18.,^; 

•1 
. ft 


. 16.2 
25.7 


•15.8^ 
26i3 


.Not^at All 

% 


» 


20.0 


: 0.0 


' 5.4 


. 5-3 


No. Response 




I.- 

20.0^ 

100.0 ;^;7 


. 6.3 


• 2. ,7 


4.2 , 


TOTAL 




100.2 " 


-10Q.O 


'100.0 


Of Interest 




/■ 









That spme patrons perceive d aily use of online search, 

The percentage of patrons' that perceive* weekly' yrSe. 
1 



ERIC 



51 



5S 



TABLE 6 

Estimated Frequency of Reference 







Service l^e (Year 3) 




^Fr^quency 
I * 




Cupertino 
•(H=5) 


San Mateo 
. (N=16) 


San Jose 
■ (N=7A) 


Total 
(N=95) 


Daily ^Weekly 




0.0 % 


0.0.% 


A.l % 


•3.2 % 


Several Times 


'a Maiith 


0.0 ' 


- 12.5 


^ 1A.9 


. 13.7 


Monthly 




0.0 


18.8 


17.6 


•16.8 ■ 


Several Times 


a Year 


40.0 


31.3 


A3. 2 


* -4-1.1 


Not at All 


• 


• AO.O 


25.0 


17.6 


20.0. 


^No "Response 




20.0 ■ 


12.5 


2.7 


. 5.3, 


TOTAL'^ 




100.0 


100.1 


100. l' 


100. 1' 



Frequency 



Daily /Weekly 



Several Times a llont^h 




TAB^.E^^^7 



Estimated Frequency of Future 
Online Search Use (Year '3) 



Cupertino San llateo San Jo^e 
. (N=5) . (N=16) . (H=7/) 

12.5 
^0.0 

'68.8 ' 
12.5 ' 
6.3 
100.1 




0.0 



100.0 




100.0 



Total 
(N=95) 



% 



A. 2 
6.3 
75.8 
6*3 
7.4 
100. 0 



52 



59 



TABLE 8 
Value of Search 
^ to Patron (Year 3) 



VAlue of Search 




'Cupertino 


San Mateo 
(N»16) 


/ 


San Jose 
(N-74) 


Total 

(N-95) ' .f 

-f 


Major Value 




20.0 


Z' 25.6 




28.4 


27.4 , 


Considerable Value 




- * -80". 0 






48.'6 . 


49.5 


Minor Valuer 




0.0 ; 




i 

4 
t 

X 


16.2 


16.8 


No Value 




0.0 


6.3 


6.8 


6.3' 


TOTAL * > 


> 


IQO.O 


looli 




100.0 


100.0 


Of Interest 















Large percentage of major and con,siderable yilue responses/ 

TABLE f^^^ \ ^ 

Sufficient References Provided 
to Answer. Question Ad^viately (Year 3), 



Question Answered 
Adequately? ' 



Yes 



Cupertino 
i(f'B( .0 



San Mateo 
(N=16) 

31.3 



San Jose 
(N=74) ' 

62.2* 



Total - 
(N=95) 

57.9 



No 



0.0 



- 62.5 ' ^ 37.8, 



40.0 



No Response 



20. G 



6.3 



0.0 



2.1 



TOTAL 
Of Interest 



100.0 



Difference between libraries. 



100. 1 



100.0 



100.0 



53 '6G 



Source 



TABLE 10 

Source Thi|||li^h Which Patron 
Heard About, OnLine Search Service 
Availability (Year 3) 



Cupertino 
'(N=22) 



San Mateo 
(N=62) 



San Jose- 
(N=242) 




Public Librarian 


4.5 


29.0 , 


21.1, 


21.5 


Friend. ' ("^ 


.36,. A- 


• 22.6 


27.7 


27.3 


Notice in-Eiiblic Library 


' 13.6 


11.3 


4.1 


6 a 


Newspaper 


0.0 ' 


' . 1.6 ' 


■ 0.8 


0.9 


Mailed' Notice 


^ 4.5 


o.o" 


0.4 


0.6 


College Librarian 


4.5 


4.8 


; 3.3 


3.7 


J'^acher 


4.5 


■12.9 


' 16.1 


14.7 


CIH l^iling 


0.0 


0.0 


0.4 ■ 


0.3 


No Response 


31.8 




2:6.0 


24.8 


TOTAL ^ • 


-99.8 ' 


99.9 


99.9 


99.9 


p • ^ 

Of Interest 

Lapfe^ number of teachers 


as source 


in San Mateo 


and San Jose. 

ft 





J 



A 



ERIC 



tXB1>E 11 



l^ata Base Use (Year 3) 



Dkta B^se 



Timfes Used 



% 'of Total Use* 



FRTC / 


1 A^?'' 


32 




Q «^ 


2 1 


NTT<? / 

1" 1 X O ( 


/. 1 


9 


art/tnpdpm 




0 


Knp "1 npPT" ^ n o TnH pv /Pnmnon/1 4 v 


0 7 


0 


TVi c Q P T" t" 2J t" n r^rk AK c t" t"o r» t- o 
LrXoc>CL Let UyXUn AOdULclCLS 


9 9 


c 

5 


Social SaiencG Citatinn TnHnv 


c 

J 


nal-cain/ 


21 


5 


INSPEC / ' 


17 


4- 


Chemical Abstracts 


11 


2 


Sociological Abstracts 


7 


' 2^ 


Biological Abstracts 


"5 


1 


AIM-ARM 






PredicAsts F ^ S' 


• 3 




CAB / ^ ' ' 


2 . . * 




CMA-EMA 


~ 2 




Othe/ - 


2 




Preaicasts 


2" ' 




SciSearch 






BIOSIS 


\ 




CEC ' " ^ 


1 • 





ifOTE: ^ ' The three most heavily used data bases 
• ^ account for 63% of the tojtal data base 
^ use. The seven most frequently i/sed bases 

account' for 84% of the volume 7 and the 
, eleven most frequently used data bases 
account for 96^ of the totaT volume. 



*Rounded to nearest whole perc^t 



1k- 



I'i 



62. 



55 



' TABLE 12. 
Client Co-st Data (Yeer 3^) 



Cost Range ($y 


// Searcii^s 


% Searches* 


Cum. // 


Cum. 


0-4.99 • 




33 


11 


33 . 


11 


5-9.99 


82 ' 


■27 


115 


38 


10-U.99 




70 


23 


185 


61 


15-19.99 




42 


14 


227 


. 75 


250-24.99 




26 


9 


253 .- 


84 • 


25-29.99 




14 


/ 5- 


'267- 


89 


36-39.99 




15 


5 


- 282 


94^ 


40-49.99 




7 


2 


289 


.96 


50+ 




12 


4 


301 


100 



no cost g^veti for 25 searches 



*Rounded to ^/nearest whole, percent 
4 



) 



Data Base 



TABLE" rs " • . V « 

"Number qf DatalJase^ Searches ' 
(percentage of total) (Ye,arg l,2,aAd 3),' 



Year 1 
(N=?2222) 



Year .2 
(N«938) 



Year 3 
•l.(N=4"62) 



NTIS . ^ S"- 




■ 471 


(21.1) 


108 


(11.5) 


Psych. Abs. 




357' 


(16.0) 


180 


Xiy-2) 


ERIC 


344 


(1-5.5) 


232 


('24.7) 


Social Science 




239 


(10.7) 


, 58 


( 6'. 2) 


Ci tations 












•Engineeripg Index/* 




206 


( 9.3) , 


101 


(10. 7)- 


Compendix 




• 




- 




Inspec 




- 148 


( 6.7) 


41 


( 4.8) 


Chem. Abs. 




145 


■( 6.5) 


■ 55 


'( 5.8) 


ABI/INFORl^ * « 




- - 108 


(-4.9) 


33 


( 3.5) 


NAL/CAIN 




^101 
" 40 


( 4.5') 


26 


( '2.8) 


PANDEX 




( 1-8) 






CMA/EMA 




'Z7 


( 1.2) 


9 


( 1.0)- 


Predicast F & S ^ 




18 


( .8) 


.15 


( 1?6) 


AIM/ ARM 




■ -12. 


( .5) 


■• -34 


( 3.6) 


Exceptional 




4 


( .2) 


8 


( ^.8) 


Chlldreor/CEC ^ 




> 


• 




CLAIMS/CHEM 




2 


( .2) 


■ ■ 1 


( -U 


Biological Abs./BIOSIS 






24 
9 


( 2.5) 


S CIS E ARCH 






:i. 


( 1.0) 


Oceanic Abstracts' 








. 3 


( -3) 


ISMEC' 








1, 


(' .1) 



pissprtation Abs. 
Sociological Abs.' 
CAB ' 

T(JTAL* 



99.9 



Of Interest 

Decrease in NTIS vs increase in-ERIC 



100.2 



41 ( 8.9) 

.95 (20.6) 

146 (31.6) 

•22 ( 4fe) 



27 (;5.8) 

17. ( 3.7) 

V 11 ('2.4) 

\29 ( 6.3) ^ 

2-1 C 4.5) 




■J- 



TABLE lA 

Cost of Search to Patron (Years 2 ai^d 3) 



. Gost> y. i 
(irj%ollarsX 




Year 2 
^(N=611) 

25.9 % 

35.4 

« 

10.5 . 
8.2 
2.6 . 
1.6 
2.5 
1.8 

A.l 
7.5 



100.1 



/ 



Year -'3 
(N=326) 

10.1% 

25.2 

21.5 

'~L2.9 

8.0 

A. 3 

• A. 6 

2.1 

3.7 



100.1 




* The Standard Search was a search of a single data b^se providing a maximum 
of 20 citations. It was offered during year 2 for a flat^^'fee, of $5. 



\ 



58 



'ABLE. 



Minutes 



f5 



Average Off-Line Search Prep'aration Time (Years 1,2 & 3)i 



Year 1 
(N=1236) 



Year 2, 
(N=611) 



Year 3 
'(N=326) 




45.7 % 
26.8. 
17.3 
5.6- 

2.1 

1.2 ■ 



100.0 



19.3 % 
18.0 
33.6 . 
14.3 

6.3 

6.4 

2.4 



100.3 



1-5.6 % 
«^.7 
43.2 
10.1 ■ 
4.9 

2.1 
99.7 



J^,^/ TABLE 16 ^ ' 
Time far Patron to Receive Citation (Years 1,2 & 3). 



Days 



Year I 
N=443 



Year II 
N=161 



Year III 
N=95 * 



1 






8.7 % 




12.6 


2 - 
8 - 


•14 


^ •■-'49.4 . * 
28.9 


70.2 
13.6 




76i8 
, 8.5 


' .15 - 


21' 


6.7 ' • 


4.3 




\ 

\ -f 

\ ' 


■ 22 - 


42 


" 4.3 


3.2 










1 
% 




/ 


TOTAL 




J97-J9- 


" 100 




97.9 



^Of Interest ^ ^ * f - 

Decrease' in time for patron to receive citaltion from Year I to 
year III. . - - " ' .* ' . 



66 



TABLE 17 ■ 
Sources Through Which » * 

Docments are Obtained (Year» 1,2 & 3) 



Source ^ • 

Library af Which Online 
Search is 14ade 



College Library 
Stanford University 
Branch Library / 
Bookstore - , ^ 

Company Library 



/ 



San Mkteo County Office 

af Education * 
NTIS 

- *\ 

Publisher 

State Mental Jlealth 
Department • ' » 

Government Printing Office 

State Department of 

Education ^/ ' - 

Agency Library 

U«S- Geological Survey. 

Sari Mateo County* 

Health and Welfare Department 



Year 1 
.(N=443) 

29.9 % 

21*9 

11.1 

8.9" 

4.7 . 

4*2 

3.0 

3.0 
' 1.1 



.8 

• 6 

• 6* 

^6 



""San 'Mateo County 
/ ' * Law Library 

Authors Directly 

^^^VsMient Office 



State Game Department 
Perso<nal Collection 



^Veterans Administratiom . 
/ "Medical Library k 

Pacific* Southwest Forest 
, >,and Rang6 Experiment Station 
\ 

» «. 
No Response 

'total , ' • 



' '.3 



.3 



7.0 

100 



f 
' «1 



60 



Year 2 
CN=161) 

22.4 

44. 1 

8.1 
' 1.9^ 



1.9 

t 

3.1 



'1.5 
1.2' 



1.2 



1.2 

.6 . 
.6 
.6 



Year/ 3 
(N=/5) 



1.9 

100 



4.2 



4.2 




1.1 

11 ..5 

foo. 



67 



TABLE 18 

♦ J, 

Occupation of Search Patrons (Years 1,2 ^ 3) 



Occupation 

Technical professional 

.Graduate Student 

College Undergraduate • 
Student 

Educatioti 

Librarian \ ' . 

Professional 

Scientist ofTiesearch 



Business Professional 
Skilled Labor 
Small Business 




Social Worker 
Counselor/Ther^ist 
her 



No Response 
TOTAL 

Of Interest 



Y^ar . 1 
(N-i236) 

14.7 i ^ 

13.-6 % 

12.9 % 

13.2 

6.5 
" 5. A ■ 

5. A 

3.9 
.1-5 

1.5 

1.3 
.7 ' 

8.1 
11.2 



99.9 



Y-ear 2 
^ (N»611) 

.17.3 

18.2/ 



9/3 



/ 

16.9 
8.3 
5.7 
3.4 

•A. 9 
.3 

1.8 

2.0 
6.3 
10.8 

100.2 



Year 3* 
(N=326) 

- 9.2 

23.6,. 

,5.2 

27.6 . 
5,/2 
3.4 
1.-2 
.7-7 
■ .0.9 . 

1.2 
3.6 
"4.5 ' 
6.4 



9 9.. 7 



CHange In patron occupation over the'. 3 year period. 



ERIC 



6 



/61 



TABLE 19 

Reason For Online Seatch (Tears* 1,2 



& 3) 



Reason for Search 
Job 

Research Taper 

Personal Interest ' | 

I 
I 

School, Assi'gntnent J 
-Advanced Degree Work 
/Business Related*. 1 
Research & Development 
Book i 
Teaching 

r 

No Response 
TOTAL 



Year 1 
" (N=1236:( 

'33.4 

32.6 

7.9 

4.9 

3.1 

2.3 

1.8 

1.4' 
.4" 
12'. 2 



100 



10.0 



100 



4 ■ ^ S 



r 



/ 



TABLE 20 . ' • 

Level of Education 

of Online Search Patron (Years 1,2 3) 



Lev.el of Education 

Ph.D^^or M*D. 

Masters Degree 
Graduate Student 
^ Cojlleg^, Graduate ^ 
College Student 
High School Graduate, 
High School Student 
No Response 
TOTAL 



\Yeat 1 
(N=443) 

13.8 ' 

26.2 

' 28.2 

15.1 ' 

11.5 - 

.7 

1.1 

3.4 



100 . 



Year 2 
(N=61l) 

5.9 
17.8 
33.4 • 
11.8 

9.7 

.3 
21.1 

100 



Year 3 
(N=326) 



Of Interes-fe» [ • " 

Increasg'd-'use by graduate students over 3 year period. 



TABLE 21 



Estimated Frequency of Library Use 

by Online Search Patron (Year/s 1,2" & 




Frequency 
. Daily 
Weekly 
Several Times a Hpnth 
Monthly . *" 
Several" Tim^s^'a Year 
Not at All 
No Response 
TOTAL- ' . ' 



ERIC 



Year 1 • Year 2 ^ / 
(N«/i43) (N«161) / 
f.9 . 6.2 ' / 


Year'. 3 
(N=95) 
. 3.2 




26-.7 / 


1 

ii6:8 • 


22.4 


17.4 


28.4 


/ 20.2 


",'14.3 ■ 1 


1 

15.8 


^15.3. 


26.7 ■/ 


26.3" 


2.2. 




5.3 


3.3°' 


' ■ - . 5.0 ' / 


4.2 


ioo ' • ' 


aoo . • ' • 


100% 




■ -•■■■;/... 





63 



70 



Frequency 

^Daily/Weekly 
Several Times a Month 
Monthly^:- 
Several Times a 
Not at All 
No Response 
TOTAL 



Year 



TABLE 22 

\ • ^ . 

^ — Estimated Frequency of- 

Reference Service Use (Years 1,2 & 3) 



Year 1 
(N=443) 

7.0 

I9ff, ■ 

14.9 
, 42.2 . 
' 14.7 
5.6 
100 



Year 2 
(N=.161) 

6.8\ 

,13.0 
' 10.6 
48.4 
, 13-.0 
8.2 
■100 



year 3 
(N=95) 

' 3.2 

13.7 

16.8 

41. li 

\ \ 

'■ < 20.0/ 



100 



Frequency / 

/ 

• / 
Daily/Weekly* 

Several' Times a Month 

>lpnthly 

Several Times a Year- 
•Not at .All • 
No Response 
TOTAL 



TABLE 23 

• Estimated Frequency of%uture 
Online Search Use (Years 1,2 ^3) 



- Year 1 
(N=443) 

2.0, ■ 

. 8.-1 

15.6 

67.3 

2.7 

• 4.3 

100 



Year 2 
-CN=161) 

. -6 
3.1 
6.2. 

'81.4 

, 3.1 
5.6 



^ 100 



.Year 3 
(N=95) 



4.2 
6.3 

•75.8 
6.3 

'7.4- 



100 



64 



71 



* TABLE 24 
Value 6f Search to Patron (Years 1,2 & 5) 



Valu^ of Search 



Year I 
(N=443) 



Year LI 
(N=161) 



Year III 
(N-95) 



Major Value " 

Considerable Value 

Minor Value 

Ho Value , 

No ^Response 

JOTAL 



22.1' 
46.5 
-23:3 
6.8 
1.4 
100. r 



26.7 
47.2 
•21.7 
3.7 
' .6 
99.9 



27.4 
49.5 

16.8 
&.3 
' 0.0 
100.0 



Table^25 . * 

Sufficient References Provided 

To Answer Question Adequately- (Years 1,2 & 3) 



Question Answered 
Adequately ? 



Year I 
(N=443) 



Xear II 
(N=161) 



Year II 
(N=95) 



• Yes 



53 



59.6 



57.9' 



Mo 



42.4 



39.1 



40.0 



No Response 



4.5 



1.2 



■2.,r 



TOTAL 



99.9 ^ 

V 



99.9 



IOC 



TAB^ 



E 26 



Number of Citations 
0 

1-5 N 
6 - 10. 
il - 15 ' 
. 16-20 
21 - 50 . 
Mo re* than , 50 
TOTAL- 



-Number;, of_ fciI,tations 

of «Se 'tVi>atron '(Years l,i & 3) 



Year l 


Year 2 


(N=443) 


' (N=161) 


17.8- 


12.4 


30.0 


24.9 


• 15.3. 


. 16.7 


9.4 


8.1 


5.3 


6.1 








91.0 


. 12.4 


10.5 


99.9 


,99.7 






^ TABLE 27 





Year. 3 
(N=95) 

20. ?! 

29.6." 
' 17.0 
. 7.5 
- 7.5 

IS.'O 

, 4.4 



101-0 



Source Through Which Patron H^ard 
About Online Search Service' Availability . (VeaTs 1,2 & 3) 



Source 



Public ^ibracdan 
Friend 

l^otace in - Public 
Libr,ary 



Newsp^aper 
Mail^4d Notice 
College Librarian 



fe^ch'er 

I 



Small Business Seminar 
CmfeJlailing 
Club Meeting 
Ho Response * 
TOTAL . . 



Year ,1 
(N=1236) 

23...1 

m 

21.0 

13^6 

10.7 ■ 
4.9 
4.4' 



2.5 



1.2 

1 . 1-.. 

17.5. 
100.0 



Year 2 
(N=611) 



23.9 
22.3 
8.3 

2.3 
1.0 
7.9 
17.7 




. \ 



< 



-Year 3 - 
(N=326) 

21.5 

27.3 

6.1 



/ 



> 



100..1 



.0.9 
0 

■ 3.7- 
14.7 

' 0i3 

24.8 
99.9 
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^STRACT 



Thife**study presents a comparative analysis of the time and cpst^of on- 
line searching in four public libraries in California, both for free 
service jjand when a fee is charged. It was found that. when service is free 
to the user, the average cost of a search is $28.68, and when a fe^v 
is charge^ the average cost dropped to $26.44. This is pr^mapily due to an 
increase in librarian pre-search and post-search time of about 6 minute$ 
per se^'ch, and a decrease of about 7 minutes in online time. (Librariaijiy 
time co^ts about $.10 per minut"e. while online search service, time is about 
$.70 a ^inute.) - ^ f,;! - ^ 

Ajsecond f inding^'-was that time and cost differences b,etween~ pairs 
of libraries decreased in the pay period, iie., there was greater coni^rmity 



among libraries, 
in predicting tiye 
public^ libraries./ 




This leads one to believe that our results are of v^lue 
t'ime and cost of online searching for a fee in other 
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Michael D. 
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INTRODUCTION 



Libraries* ^d information dissemination agencies ' that have implemented 
or are contemplating on-line bibliographic searching services are faced 
with the need to evaluate the effects of offering such a service. This 
paper compares the costs t;hat libraries incur in -providing the service 
under two conditions: when the service is free^to the user, and when the 
user' has to pay a fee for the service. * - 

^ Traditionally, many library services are provided to patrons without 

Qharge. Presumably this is done because library service has benefits to the 

^ community In ex^esis ^f the benefits received by the individual patron, and, 
also perhaps, because a unit of library service is not easily identif-iable. 
or measurable i*h order to apportion charges. The introduction of on-line 
biblJ.ographic searching, however, makes the issue of whether to charga^^e 
user for new library services more cQmplex* The library, in providing ^ 
on-line bibliographic search facilities, is acting as -an intermediary 
between the user and^||ponnnercial vendor. Each time a search is' run a 
charge from the searcF' service vendcTi'^is incurred. **Secondly, search re-' 
quests are unique in that their results can not usually be used by other 
library patrons, in contrast to library services such as the provision of 

jbpoks, skrials, etc. Thirdly the service costs are easily indentif iable. 

order to make a- rational decision about charging or not charging. 
) for ^h-line searching services,, a number *of issues need to be considelred: 

Should fees be charged for all or part of ' theS'e library services. 



and if soii?which parts? 



,2. 



Will individuals yho 
imposition ^»f fees ? 



need on-line searching services, be deterred by 



3« Does charging ^ fee for on-lirfe searching Result in more efficient 
and/or better quality searchirig on the part of the library^ st^f? 





Should library administrators be influenced in' their resource 
allocation decisions by the fact tliat users are willinc; to pay 
for on-line searching? Would the long-range conseduences of this be 
to shift library service into paying activities or ayay from paying 
activities? I ' 



5- Should online searching be supported only out. of 
revenues, as are photocopy service's? 



sear.ch-generated 



6* How should prices be set for the services -if^, it is decided to 
charge the user? ' J ^J^ 

~t/ \ • ' 

Thdsee are mit a few of. the many issues that a libr^cy must resolve fn 
•decidiilg to implement user cli^rges. In this papel*^^ cojf^^fentrate on 'the 
question of how the introducti^on, of fees for library services impacts the 
library's resources in terms df staff time and costs to th^ library of 
providing the' services. The pkp^r draws on exiferi^fence from' 'the Lockheed 
Cooperative Information Network DIALIB project. 



The DIALIB Project has been reported else\mere,iri the literature 
[4,5,6]. The project has been offering Xockh^d DIALOG searches to'public 
library, patrons in the San Francisco Bay ^ea /since 1/974. During the first 
two^years of the project (June 1974«'to .May 1976), foijir public libraries 
(Redwood City Public Library, San Jose Public Library, Santa Clara County 
Library, and San Mateo County Library) performed searches using regulars 

• reference staff who had be.en trained' in DIALOG searching. During .the first 
year DI-ALOG charges^were ^paid in full by^ a/National Science Foundation 
(NSF) grant and the libraries conti^iHuted the necessary staffing. During 

r"the second year, the grant covered half the connect charges by the search 
service vegidor and the libraries passed on the other half to the users. The 

^ libraries were compensated ^by NSF for their staff time at the rate^^ of $10. 
. for each hour that the Staff spent on the terminal. i| 

During the pay period, users of the on-line searching sgrvices^ could - 
have a 's.tandard' or a 'custom' search perforined. The standard seatch cost 
$5 and was limited to ^one* data base, a maximuiV of ten ^earcH^set^ (combina^ 
tions of logical operations and index term^) , and 20' off-liif^ 'prints. For a 
custom seargh. the user paid half the actual data base charges 'incurred as 
well as half the off-line prl*t* charges . Only 14 percent of the searches 
performed during the entire second' year of the project were standard 
searches. 

METHODOLOGY ' 



c in a .previous paper, Coopet and DeWath [1,-2] analyzed the~;S^t of 
providing on-line searcKing twhen the service was free^to alVljsets. The 
current study extends the analysis by investigating the\i:.^^s during the 
pay period and statistically comparing the pay and free periods- • 
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The ■ two .hypo these°s t'ested in this paper were: 



\ 



That within* each library, the differences in the time; and cost^of a . 
search between the, free and pay periods are no t\ significant.' 

2j. Th^ withift'the pay period and within .the free period, the differences 
in the* time and cost variables between pairB of libraries are not 
signi^cant. 
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/ 

The statistical methodology usecK compared the mean values of the' time 
and cost v^4ables using contrasts. Each contrast compares the mean 
values of k given variable for tw'o groups / and tests* to see whether 
the difference ts statistically significant . (For a detailed discuss^n 
of the statistical tests, see Afipendix A.) 

In the presentatioiTL' bf the^ exp^^rimental results, we will indicate 
whether a comparison ,b6t:ween free and pay period variable^ or between two 
libraries' variables, I was signif ica)it . This^means tn,at the- statistical 
test described above'vas emplayed ana^ that the contr^ts between the means 
were significant. Any exceptions to this procedure wirtv be noted. 

' '. ^ \ ' - ' 

Differences between Free apd Pay. Periods 



\ 



/ - 



The methodology used in the present study was kept as similar as 
possible to that of the free period cost analysis (1) to make comparisons 
possible. A time sheet w^s filled out bW library staff members as they 
performed the various - tasks associated with each search . Sey^'h possible 
tasks were defined — but-^not all. tasks yere necessarily ..performed Yor each 
search. ,\ 

V, ■ " 

% ^ i 

The ?even tasks are defined in detail in [1]. They are: ' 

1. Reference interview: The time spent with the patron defining the ^= 
question. 

2. Originating librarly . prepa^tion: Activities at the originatikig 
• library, performed without the patron, involving preparing the 

question prior to relaying it to a DIALOG libi^ry. 

3. DIALOG librai^y preparation: Acpi<ities"^at ll^e DIALOG library 
Without the^user, preparing^ior the terminal session. , * 

4. Search: The actual on-line search. ^ •( . 

\ 5. DIALOG library follow-up: Post-search activities at the DIALOG 
library with no patron present. • * 

6. Originating librairy follow-up.: Post search ^activities at the 
originatmg library without the patron. ^ ^ 

^; ^ . J ^ 

7. Follow-up with patron: The time spent with the patron ejcplaining . 
the resijJLts of the search. ' * , * 

In a-ddition, vari^fc approaches to online search were "identified . 



[rect access vwas pro^Bd by , DIALOG libraries which, had t.erminals and / 
performed searches. N^^rk access was provided by Originating Libraries' 
without a terminal Coft'^n branches of a DIALOG library) that might t^^tce a 
request from a patron and relay the request to a DIALOG library f or^ searcljing 

Ea^h person' who processed thelrequest entered his or her initials^ 
the time spent on the .request, and the date on the time sheet. The time 
sheets wfere collected* and analyzed- to 'compute the time and costs "jjer 
M, * 72 



search* The actual salary schedules for the^ par ticipants' job classif idations, 
and the DIALOG system's data base fee 'schedule, were used to compute -the 
costs for each search* The data ana^sis resulted in both time and cost 
figures for each of the s^ven fasks!) 

The f irst-.(f re<% and secori^ (pay) yeaxfs of^ 
some areas : 



in 




project differ notably 



ersonnej. were relative \ 



2* 



uring the free period, all the librarj^pe 
novices at on-line searching. Those wh^reraained ^\^ith the project \ ^ 
through the second year can be described^as. r-^Iatkvely" experienced\ 
^searchers, however many first year 'vetelrans' l^ft and'were replaced 
^with .novices during the Second year. Thirty-one ^percent of/ the 
persoTinel who participated, in these studies were active during bftth ' 
periods. Thus the population of searchers whos^ activities t/ere i 
analyzed was only^ partially; the same for both periods. ' 

Seventeen new data bases. were added to'^^the DIALOG system between 
the end of the first data collection period and the end 'of the 
second, so the availabl,e information sources were no f*^ completely 
the safme between periods. ' * 

. All, participants' salaries were increased by cost of living adjust- 
ments during the second year. In^additioh, some of the staff who 
participated in both periods were promoted, and received commensurate 
salary increases. Adjustments to allow coHa)arisons in cost between 
- the free and pay period were made for these changes in salary 
.levels. They ai;e discussed later on paper. ^ 

' X / ' • ' 

► The nature^of the /requests may have'^hanged With th^ institution 
of ^fee^the nature pf the requestors did change, with reratively more ' 
gradi^ite student^ an^ fewer pndergratuates and professionals requesting. 
1 seaxche^. / ' " *^ ' 

In ^^^ition, th^ dumber of search requests (^f or / which ccJst data were 
recorded was different from/t-he free period to the pay 
periodv \/ 

^ ^ 1 / * I * / 

^ Th^i freey^eriyoi analysis Was^ based on.a'sample of 411 of 1929 total 
searches (21 ierceilt) ^performed /during the first year of the project. ' 
The sample c/nsisted of almost ill searches from roughly tKe middle of the 
f iirst' ydar /January t.o Marfch i^h) . Wie second year's sample included 359 
of the totil 581^-5'earch^s (62 Petcent) pdrforraed duririg the 'second year.. 
The sampl^ consisted of almost all searches' performed' during the last seven 
months of* the secbnd year (NovemUer 19)5 to May 1976) /Aside from sample 
size vax^iations, t^e^ drstr^ibutionUf the 'sample among/'the four libraries 
varied/btttw^^n the. .two data colledtion periods (Tabll 1). The- number 'bf 
searches perfbnned;'varied widely fVom one library 'toi another. (Note 
parji/cul^rly -that in the second ^f«a^ 'San Mateo Counjty ^ontrlt^uted onl^ 2.5% 



to jdie sample.*) 
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Table J 
, Sample Si-ze 



Free Period 



Pay Perliod 



Library 



Redwood City 
^Public Librar}^ 

Santa Clara 
l^ounty Library . 

<■ 

San 11a teo 
County Library • 

"SarT Jose 
Public Library 

Total Sample S±«e 



Number 
of 

Requests 



138 



103 

93 

77 
411 



Percent- 



33.6 
25.1 



22.6 
- 18.7 

ioo".o 



Number 
of 

Requests 



84 



■pe'ricent 



118 



2-7 



, 130 



32.9 



7.5 



36.2 



359 Di* ■'^iOO.O'*- 



Percent ^Change 
in number 
of t'equests from 
Free to Pay Period 



-36.3-' 



^1 



^31^ \ 



^+106^ 
* +12.6 
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COMPARATIVE /^ALYSIS OF FREE AlID'PAY PERIODS 



Th« previous section outlined some of the conceptual difficulties in 
comparing the pay pe^od time and cost var^ablefe with those of the free 
period. This section analyzes data'base U3age, citations printed, time 
s^pent on the search, and co^t k)f .the search to^ascertain whether search 
characteristics changeti betweer^ periods ' ^ 

Data Base Usage and Charges ^\ 

The same dats^ases were popular in both the free and pay periods. In 
the free period^ the ERIC, Kt^S^ ,and Psycholoeiqa]^ Abstracts bases accounted 
for 48 percent of all uses, while in the pay .^etlod the same bases accounted 
for 55 percent of all uses. The ERIC data hjatie showed* the greatest amount"^ 
of -increas.e ~ usage increased nine percent betwe^en the free and pay 
periods. (Ta^le 2). Although 17 new bases were added by the search service 
vendor sinc6 the prev^^^ study, their availability -ma^^ little difference 
in tie pattern of database use. " 

The comments of the staff, members indicated ;a continual . awareness of 
the cost , of the search to the patron during the pay period. [4]. In fact, 
the partici]gants agitated' throughout the study for a DIALOG feature that 
would^ give the accumulated cosr of a search at any time during the search 
session by issuing a special DIALOG command- This feature now has been 
implemented. ^ i ^ 

Fortunately, there were no differjences in data base cost per connect* hour 
between the free and^the pay period. Thus, there were no variationsTn data 
base costs to influence the use' of the data base. 



Factors which might 'have influenced the choice of data bases include 
the types of r^ues'ts received and the searcher's pi^ferences among data 
bases. The sfe^heps indicated that they experienced diff^xulty in maintain- 
ing their competence?^across th^ large number of bases avait^le.[5] The ^ ■ 
observed pattern of limited data base use migfet be at least partly due 'to 
the searcher^s choice of the data basfes that are [a] ^easiest to keep 
Current with; j^b) most worthy investment to keep up-to-date with in, 
terms of database demand or (c) easiest \o use without studying* changes 
and data base idiosyncrasies. The relatively low use of someof the. more 
expensive data b^ses (e.g. the Predicasts bases) iliay also indicS^te some 
discrimination ia. favor of bases which (irf the jiMgme'n^ of the searchers) 
offer gr^at^r value per dollar spent, but it may also r^ftL^t' the low 
\incidence of business-oriented questions. Although all* 18ofS£he 18 
^available bases wer^xised by . searchers duriftg the free period, only 28 o'f 
the '35 available bas^ were' used during the 'pay period^. ' 0 . 
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Table 2 

Data*Base Connect Charges 4nd .Usage 








Pay Period 








s 




v«iidi. XrCL 


vyiidi.g<s r CI. 








. ^ v> " 




coitnect - 


^ Off -Line 


Total 


pata 


Base 


^ , of Uses from 




hour ' 


Print 


Uses*^ 


Uses 




Free to Pay Perio^d 

^ * 






^ 1 n 

9 • lU 








4- Q A ^ 


NTIS ♦ . 


■ '3.5 


.10. 


119 


17. 


05 


^ - 0.79 


Psych. Abstracts 


50 


.10 


- 107' ^ 


15. 


33 


- 1.24"^' , 


CO>IPENDEX 


65 


.10^ 


69 


9-'. 


89 " . 


+ 0.60, 


SSCI 


70 ^ 


.10 


' "J 


-6.. 


02, 


■ 3".49 . 


<> 














" Chem. Abstracts 




.08 , ■ 


35; 


5. 


01 


- 3.22 


^ABI?I^^FORM 




.10. ^ - 


23 


3. 


30 


. - 3.32 / . i 
















INSPEC, ELECT ENG. 


\ A5 ; ■ 


. .10 


' 1-9 


2. 


"7-2 ^■ 


+ ft-;.58 • 




\ 


* 








All other Bases 






125 


17. 


90 


.+ 1.A5 


Total 






698 • 


100 . 


00 ' 


0 — 
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Of^Line Prints 



The average^ number of ^^-line prints per^seaxch rose from 61 cl'tations 
per search during th^e/fr^e period , to g8 in tlie "^^pay' period . (Table 3).i'Tl"ie 
.increase was primar;Liy a"|resul-t the much ^igher of£-iine^ print averages 
for two libraries (Santa Clara and San Mateo' Counties). Only 18 percent |af 
the Searches .'during the pay period resulted, in no Vtints at all, compared 
to 32 percent in the free period. Several explanations can be proposed flor 
this incre'ase in the imean value: (^) tlie I'ibrariahs^v were more careful ! 
about accepting searches for which they expected to Find a fair afhount* of 
inf o^rmation^ once user fees were instituted; (b) the ^0.05 per citation 
that lisefrs were actually charged during thfe pay period yas too low to 
discourage, printing wfiile the high cdst of' the search entourage'd the 
searcher to pr:ynt whatever w^s foiind, eveci if It was not Mghly relevant; 
(xj most O/f the searchers were mare -experienced than during, the earlier 
Stufiy and/hacf more success at finding rel^evant citations. ^ 

<Recall that the user paid only half the/ actual dat^ base charges and 
half the off-l|^c print charges. Thus thk.figure $ 0.05 rather than $0.10 
per citation printed.)-^ * i ' ' ' • . ^ 

•i ' \ I 

Data Bases I / 

Multiple ^ata bases were sometimes,' searched for a single request.* 
J)uting the frep period an average of 2j3 data bases per 'search' were used, 
while in the nhy period the average was 1^9. Forty^eight percent of all 
sear^:hes in-^^ pay perdod and 31 perc4nt\f the searches in 'the free 
period used bnay one d^ta liase. The standard searches^accounted for 14 
percen't of thai total. These searches \^ere by d'efiriiton •litnited- to one data- 
base which exjIlXins most of the variation in the two figures.;- 

^It is* interesting to note that, durinf'^ the pay period, theifirst data 
base used for (a "search accounted for pnly 19 percent of the off-line prints, 
while the se^prfd data base* produced 55 percent of the citations printed.. 

'staff Time f ' 

1 I ' * . I ' . 

1 The library staff involvement with a search request' neitl^r -begins nor 
ends '^t the /terminal . fconsi^erable ti.me is required for other search-^-related 
activities,/ sucfh as query negotiatioir, of,f-line preparation, pqsL-search ' 
activijties/afid follow-up with patron (see Tables 4-9). . ' 

The /total time required to proceiss*a request during the pay peri"o4 
averaged' 54.9 minutes, which did not differ mpch from the free perio'd's* 
48.7 minutes. (Table 4)|Two of the Ij.braries did. differ significantly from 
th^ir averages of the previous year. Redwood City more than doubled the 
"average total time .spent on'each seaich, from 35.1 minutes during 5^ free 
period; to 67.6 minutes in the pay period; and Santa Clara County decreased 
the average time spent on each search from 58.3. minutes to 46.9. San Mateo 
Courr^y al^o showed a dramatic^ increase of 22 minutes (from 56.2 minutes iti 
the' free iperiod to 79.2 mi*nutes in tl^e^ pay peViod) . Hawelver, due to .the 
small numbe.r oif observations and a l^rge variability among them, this 
increase' is not statistically significant. The San. Jose Public Library h^d 
eht fiotal. search time, recording 4^*8 minutes dilting" the pay 
8 minutes during, the free perio'd. f ^ ^ 
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Table 3 

' Mean NamHer of Off-Line Printa per Search 
(aTl cases) 



Library 

Redv(o!pd ,City Public Library^^ 
Sa^J Glara County Library 
San Vlateo County Library 
,5an fJose Public Lib^ay 

/ . 

Me^n Prints Per Search 

/ - 

^1 Libraries 



Free Period 
.79 * 
69 0 

A- 

29 • ■ 

60 . 

^62, 



Pay Period 
^ 71 
1A6 
V2 

51' . 
88 



Difference 

-8 
+77 

' 6"° 
+g6 • 



Table 4 





Mean Task Time by Library - 


- Pay Period 


% Free Period 




« 

Redwood Santa 
' City • Clara 

Standard S.D. 


J — 

Sfrn ^ San 
Mateo ♦ Jose 
. S.D. ? 


Overall** Mean 
Mean Task Time 
SiD.x 'S.D. 



^ Deviation 

Reference • ♦ ' ' ^ 

Interview 24.04* 14.59 13-03 7.30 -16.17 13.28 i3.87* /.89 15.87 10^75 10.50 



Origina- 
ting Library 
Prep. • 



IQ.OO 7.07 17.50 14/64 10.00 0 15.45 12.93- 1«;65 



DIALOG 
^ibr. 
. Prep. 

Search 

DIALOG 
Libr. 
Follow- 
up 



23.'50* 13.79^ 12.80 4.61 2-7.55^ 26.05 15.^8^11.41^7.83 13-67 10*48 

16.53 .12.53 M7. 16* 14. 19 22.27 15.95 13.21* 10.30 15. .95 12.84 22.72 
18.58* 10.29 14.38* 5.49 22.63* 15.4(3 10.17 5<68 14.17 8.66 12-.21 



10.83 14.29 ' - .10.83 14.29 11^48 



Or^ginsi- - - _ . _ ' 

tirig Library- ' ' , 

Follow-up ' 

• / • • ' ' .• 

Follow/ 15.00* 9.17.9.46*. 3.69 10.67 

up with . ' , • » . 

Patron . , /■ 



7.04 9.00 7.04 10.25.7.26 7.61 



Totaf ' 67.60* 
Time Spent 
on Request- 
Pay. Period 

Total ^ . 35.07 
Time Spent 
on Request- 
Free Period 



46.92* 



58.28 



79.15 



^57.23: 



48; 7^ 



50.76 




■7 
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* significant" difference between free an4 pay Jjeriod'^at family •« .05\* ^ 
' »Csee Appefidix A). | * , • . ^ * . i . 

/ ' ' . * ^. ' . ■ i ' . 

. ** Note: Overall means ^refledt different N's both ^or libraries and tasks-.^ 
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Changes in staff time per search- a^e vei^y important. S^nce^tlie libraries, 
did noK charge patrons fot staff time, and,,s*ince there was no ^additional 
staff ',t\me availal^le, the dramatic shift at Redwood City- represents a • ^ 

^substantial shift *of resources to the search servtc-e at the expense of 
other" lib r&r^ operations../ : . - . .* • ^ . 

^ ' • - ' * r ' 

For each of 'Phe five tasks..-that 'could >e compared (two taslc)$ were . ^ 
performed too infrequently to^-be significant), the time spent was ,great.er 
in the pay period than in the free- period (1.) [See 'fabLe..4J. Reference ' ' t 
Interview /time* increased from 1Q.5 to 15.8 minutes> DIALOG, Preparation frpo • 
10.5 to 17.8 ifiinutes^; DIALOG Follpw-upr frQih^2.2 .to 14. 2* minutes , arrd ^ 
Fpllow-up with Patron, from 7.6 to lO'. 3 minute^* Contrasts w^jxe; jperf ormed^jon 
the individual libraries' values Cising means 0r\ time ai?d cc\§:t variables, ' 
and two libraries showed sever^ significant .increases in task 'times. ,/ 
. (Table 4). '"^ • . ^ . \ > 3.;^ , 

The off-line tasks were ^Iso perforiue^- m(^pe frej^uehtly^ d^iring the* pay v 
period. Most notably the percient of searches iiaving reference interviews - , 
increased from 72 percer\t to \l percent^ f^om one period to tyo^ next. \ , 

- ^^xxxtxig the pay period 67 patcent'.,of the searches involved DIALOCT. library, 
preparation as opposed to ,.54*petcent duriiig** th'g free period .\DlbttiOG, -library* 
Fo'llow-up' was perFbrmed dn 84 percent oi ' the pay period searches ""and 1^ ' ' 
percent of the free period sea'rii^hea.^^Ther^^ was only one Ap.ercerit'"<iif f erence, 
in the^numbei: of Follow-'ups with .Patrons .ttetween peripds (4.3"'percei^t d'uriiig 
the pay -arid 4'2 per.cent during/ t^e free , period} . *\ ■ 

. •* '. • • ^ * . , 

With regard to staff time, it^jcan be' coTicloded^ t|i^t with the,-instituti6ti 
.^of user fees for o.n-line seax£jiing, the_ i ibrarlans/'af ^ appaoientiv^ subst;;!- 
"^utjLn^g -of f-line time for pn-l5ie" time., They are {je^'f orrniiig thero'f f-^ine ^ 
tasks 'mor^* frequently and takin^more time''to .do th^pi.^It is .possiiie to" ^\ ^ 
reduce on-line, access time (and se^arch* services* c^iar^g^s) t;Q^*a cer.nain 
extent by spending .more feLme of^-line structiiring 'the i^^t^^t ,/usl9g hard'*' . 
*cop^ thesauri and^ otherwise prepari;^'f o.r. ^the searcV,so/^t\iat jDess' time .is . 
required to^ search for synonyms, and try various possible search f ormulat'ibns, 
on-line. It appear^ that :the lil^ra^-i-ans' jodii .jusrt th^t.*./" ; V ■ .v , 



' 'iff- 




)st of ^an^ on-line. s^3rcb\ 'incl.u4es. tbe' parent ,t.e t;t}e search^ 
)r data *base connect charges '§ftd off-litie ci taction priating*. 



0 
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Seaifch Costs ' 

The totM cos 
service vendor foi 

It alsc^.dncludeS the direct salary'cQSf^ for T:he >ndi"viid'uals./whct. process 
the search request. Other jio&h ible /:osis:^that^ can be •considered ^ T^ut ' 
not included"" in the calciilatipns bfei<^w,' iT¥ftitjde''l:Aep1ione' i , J 

termioal rental > and^^^erhfead. The 'search service'' cos4: caicula^tion^ Reflect 
t-ho'Sa costs actually incurred 4rtd notz those cos't5-ij[>harged/to ;t^ie .patron/^ ' ^ \ 
'(Recall that under the t:erms of the WSF . grant , th^' user,,^'^i*Ve^^'^*duting .th^ 
pay period., only 'paid half of. 'the cliargea f6*r a .custom ; search.) ^ 

♦ , ' , •,..•..•/ " *»\ ' ' ■ ' " ' • ' i ^ 

Twienty-eight library staf f , me^nbers, ranging" f^o*tn '^l^rks through ,u ' ^ 
supervising librarians, participated- at some ^point JLn ^ttte se;arch pfbcesk 
during the sampleid * pay- period . This ctlmpares Vith-.4'0 pri^ople 'durirfj^ .^he^ , ' 
free period. Ttteir .average salaries during tb^ pay period ..-ar.e gijren in \ 
Tabl'fe 5 along N^it,h'. their average salaries ^iiring^the 'f ree.*|>e.ridd'. Fo Jt:'^ a 
staf^involved' in the* searching procesk, salaries increagW hy,^.5 pe<vceiit y 
be'tween "the two periods. Aside from the *generaA , salary ificreaae/betw^eri " , \. 
periods, there were shifts in .the. number of people lii a , particular .^-pb \^ 

' . ^ , 80 " * ^ :. / u i ' * ' T 



5^ 



classification who'Vere 'involved in^the searching. Kor example, the n/iniber / 
of Librarfan I'*s declined from 19 in- the free perioci (47.5 percent of the 
total staff) to 11 in the pay period (39.3 percent). Similarly the number 
oi L^^brarian II's decJ.iTied from 11^ in the free period to 8 in the pi 
pferiod, Although the overall percentage of library employees in tha^ 
clarification ^ remaJLn^d steady at about '28 petcent- 

The average eosts reported in" Tables 6 and 7 are calculated firom the 
ual costs 'of ^each repor4:ed* search , based 'on ^the' time required^/ the 
tlividudls performing the tasks, t-he data bases^used^ and the niinber of 
citations p^irjted^of %-line. In order to provide valiSrcost comparisons 
between the free and the ,pay *per:i.-od, all of the costs for free piribd 
searches. yere recalculated, using data' base charges^, of f-line^ptint charges, 
and salaries thatf wereMn e^feft djiring the, pay period rather tl/an the^free 
period. . ^ ,^ ♦ , ' 




For example; for a part5icular free period search/ the salary of the 
searche/ might<!|iave increased from $' 1000 to $ 1100 per montK between the 
two periods. In computing the adjusted free period cost af the searclO th^ 
$ 1100 salag3& would be used. In general, salaries of individuals involved 
in a' free period searc^h were adjusted by using equivalent pay period 
salaries corresponding to tha'^individual's job title. ^The effect of the 
process is to change, free period search costs into constant dollars that 
ca^ be' compared ta the pay period costs ip consistent manner. After adjustm'ent, 
the differences between fi^ee and pay period cnsts are due to the different ' 
time requirements^ of the vaBdous*4;^sks , changes in job classifications of 
the searches', choice of data baSesTNand number of* citations printed.. 

Table 6i summarizes the maj oncost elements of a 'searc^ fo'r both the ^ 
free and pdy period in 'pay period dollars', and Table 7 breaks down. the 
labop costs accordin/g to..t.he various fasks. Table 6 sh'oWs that labor. 
CQSts for all the search ta3ks except the actual search have increased. 
(Comparisons for Origina^ting Library P-f e'paration and Originating Library 
Fqllow~up>* should be ignored since the number of .observations is n«t ad€?^uate 
'•to make valid comparisons*.) * ' ^ . , ' 

For example, ^the cost of reference iflterview labor increased from $1.12 
during the fre^ period to $1.72 during the pay period. Similarly.,^ the labor 
f.c^ost for follow-up with the user inc*reased -f rom $.81 in. the fre^% period 
to $1.15 in *^'e pay'pel^d. Se,arch labor costa, however, flecreaseci from 
$.2.^3 in the free .period to $1-7A in the pay period. '(1):; ; 

^ ' ' ' '\ ' * * : • - 

^ » It IS interesting to no^te that the Adjustment of the free period costs 
intp constant do^llars results in a very small change in the actual search 
l^bor costs^ For example, -th^ greatest change in; any search labor cost 
figure in^^Table 5 was $0.14 for'one tas^l Although adjusting the costs** into 
constant dollars sin tfiis experi^ment made little dij^ference in the values, 
if the time differWce between observations had; been greatfer ;ther , effect 
*'woald pbvJLpusly .have^been more* notical^Pe. * ^ , I ' 

spect to costs. 

■ ^ > S ■-" ^ ■ ' ■ 
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Table 5 - 
* Salary -Schedule 

, J 



Job Title 



Hegnltorvthly Salary ^umber of Partici'pants 

•Free. Period Pay teriod'^ Free Period Pay Period 



Typist Clerk ' 




$ 821.00 


Library Assistant 


$ 658.09 


, 706-rOO 


Library Assistant II 


782.50 


976.50 


Librarian I 


■ 980- Z5- 


1082.^5 


Librarian II ^ ^ . ' 


1080.25 


1171.25. 

V 


h 

Librarian III m 
and above 

f 


- 1-2 3 3. JO 


1340.80 


9 

% 










1 


* *■ 






: < ■ 




f " 



3 

' 2 
.19 
.11 
5 




2 
2 
2 
11 
8 
3 
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^ Table 6- shows son^ major cost shifts\ between the free**and the ^y. 
periods. Data base chafrges declined from .$17. 3S -in the f re^ -period to 
$11.60 in the pay period, a^id off-line prilnt cliarges increased from $8.83 
to $10. labor costs for all search activities increased between the two 
periods. Total search Cost declined from $ 28.^8 in the tree period (constant 
dollars) to ^24.81, reflating mainly the decl:(ne in data ba^e charges in 
the pay-period. Among- the libraries there are Small shifty in costs for' two 
of the libraries and Jarge changes for two others. The number of observations 
for San Mateo County is relatively -small and variabildty is quite large, so 
the large change in cost should, be treated witn caution. ■ Only San Jose 
Public Library shows k significant decrease iW tot-al. search cost. 

>The cost" figures reinforce the findings pi the time figures; the cost 
of the oa-line search itsei^f h^ been reduced', bu.t the tost of related 
a^tivities^ has risen as the\ librarians spencJ'/more time at t^em* so that, the 
]^^erall cost, bf the search i$ only slightly iower, if at' all. 

Thus, under the p^y conditi^pn • the ratio/ qf staf f ; l^t)or costs to connect 
and print costs was hlgher^^ ^tj^^^ under the 'free condition. This ef fectively 
s^hifted some o^f costs) that\^uld have been; paid by jChe user to the library > 
(in the form of staff costs^.'' ] ^ ^ 

Patron Presence During Search / * L ]^ 

The user was invited^ to be present while the sea^e^i^jjjZs ^condlict-ed much 
more frequently during the pay period (50 percent of "the searches^ than ^he 
free periods (15 percent). This supports a finding by Wanger [7] that more 
e:}tperienced searchers tend to be more inclined to allow t'he user to papti- 
.'ci'pate in the search than less experienced searchers. ,The librarians 
-in the DIALIB project who ^l^e^rred* to* have th£ user present note'ld that jfhe 
user can often p^rovide useJHPinf ormation during a ^6^rch, evaJLuate th'e 
results -as they appear, and help to alter the cotirse of the s"earch.'if 
re(Hiired. In addition, ^ user who has seen what island is ngt available 
ontline is /more likeJLy to be satfisfied with the resOl'ts. Those searchers 
,who preferred, do't -to have the user present felt that the i^s^r tended to 
slow the search down because of unf amiliarity with" the system. < 

• Thef^time impact of the^user's presence on the search' wa-s- considerably 
less pronounced during the pay period. During' the £re6 period the average 

•>.time a-t the terminal with the patnbn present was 33.85 mljiutes and 20^9:^ 
minute^s^ vith t^ie patron not present. During the pay period similar figures 

^were 1>).*5'1. mimites and 1^.38 minutes. The o'Yily significant difference in 
search time with altd without the user prresent'for libraries J.n the pay 
period was^ for Redwood City, where the *^time' f &r a" ^arch was^2'4.83 minute*, 
oif 43 petcent longert when t1ie patron attended the.sWrch. 

c Some, care is** needed .in interpreting 'time^diffe'ifences du^ to patron - 
presence at the search. Mitigating fac^tor^ G^^.;^6nfoun4 the results ~ 
' searches withf the patron^could have been more d^d^lex- than others, or 
perhaps the client's presence Ipdic^tes anticipated problems. It/is als 
possible that those users present duringa sear^ were in some .way more 
demanding^ requirin g mor e of the librar^frs "time. It 'appears however that 
fears that the patrort will slow 4owft th6 search are not lustified.^ 
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Mean Task Cost By Library^Pay Period 



Cost Element 



Data Babe Charges 

Off-Line Print 
Charges" 

Search Labor Cost 



* Mean Task 
\ Cost-Free. 
Period in 

Re*dwood Santa Clara San Mateo 1 San Jose Overall Constant 
City County County Tub lie Mean 




rib or"Cost~*'f*ar 

All other Tasks 

Tqtal Cos.t of Search 
P^y Period** 



■ Total Cost- of Search 
Free PAriod ' - 

' ^. ■ ■/ 



11.83' 
8.1a" 

1.88 
5.9g* 

26.46 



13.30* 
17. •?8 

1.79* 
3.^0 

33.37 



25.40' 



35.84 



r 



• 18.22 
8.16 

2. 17 

< 

7 '. 1 7 ' 



33-15 



„ 19.77. 

7 



f 



8.60* 11.60 
54.* 10.87 



Dollars 
17.35 
8.83 



4.58* 
19.55 



36ri5 



1.74 
. 4.68 

26.44 
-26.44' 




*Significant difference between free- and pay period 
=^.05 (see Appendix A) . ^ 



** Totals are not additive due to differences in 
observations in each cell. For detailedeuOTeakdowT^ 
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Table 7 ' 



Mean Salary Cost for Task by Library 
(in Dollars) ' ^ 



/ 



Tas.k 



Reference Interview 

J Originating LJb,rary 
Preparation <^ ^ 

DIALOG Jiibrary 
' Preparation 

*. Search 

DIALOG Lils^afy 
Follow-up 

,0rigina4:ing Library 
Follow-up 

Follow-up wii:h 
Patron 



He^an Task Cost By Librafry-Pay Period 



Redwood Santa Clara Sai/MafeO San Jose Overall^ 



Cl/ty iCounty 



County Public 



2.163 



1.35' 



7. 



2t54 





/ Mean Task 
/ Cost-Free 
Period in 
Constant 
Dollars 



1.12 



1.96^ 
1.06^ 



2.h 

1.2^ 

a. 08 

.\81 



/ % 
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j Table 8a 

Staff Cost Calculations for Tasks 
\ Redwood City 



Mean Time^ 
in minutfes 



Reference Intervi-^w j i -^4.04 



Origii^ting Libifary 
Preparation 



Mean Cost 
in dollars, 

2.63 



Cost/Hour L 
in dollars 

% \ 
6-56 • ' 



pIALOG Hbrary 
Preparation ' 

/ 

Search 

DIALOG. Library 
Follow-up -7^ . 

-OruLginatlng Library 
Follow-up • ^ 

Follow-up with 
Pa tron 



23^5^ 
16.53 

18.58 



2.5A 
1.88 

2.03 



6.A5 

-t:82 

6.56 



1^00 ' <- 
table - 



l'.65.- 



■6.6- 



Sjtaff Cost CallculationS Tasks 

. / • ' Santa Clara 

'Meaii -^ime^'. N Mean Cb^ty Cost/Hour; 

' * " " in' ^llays 



•Rfeterenc^ 'Interview 

Or;Lginating t,ibraf}j/ 
Prep'ar^ioni 

dialog: Liiri 
Preparation- 
Search 

ITIALOG l{ibraty 
Follow-up ; 

Or^inati-ig Librai^y 
Llow-up 

'^Follow-up with 
Patron ^> 




Ijpi.-^ijji'jrutes * 1 ±n^ dollars. 
lii.03-rVf^.% - 1.35 

;|).oo ■ *i; i-.,o'3j ■ 



1^.80 

17.16 •:•]• ^1-79 



6.22 

' 6.18 

6.V9. 
•6.26 



/ 



IA.38' 



1.A9 ' " i' 6.22. 



9.A6^ 



.97. ,. 



6.15 



i- 86 



Table 8c . 
St^ff Cost Calculations for Tasks 
San Mateo 



Reference Interview 

Origifftitfng Lib^ry 
Preparai:ion 

itkLOG Library . 
Preparation 

Search 

DIALOG Library / 
Follow-up 

Originating Library 
Follow-up 

Follow-up with 
Patrort 

* - ' . _ 



Mean Time 
in minutes 

.16.17 



17.50 



27.55 



22.27 



Mean Gost 
in' dollars 

. 1.79 

1.90 ' . 

3. OA 
. 2.17 



22.63 . 
.83 V- 



2.66 



10 



\ 10.67 



.___.j^^21-: 
. '• 1..23 



^Cos4:/Hour 
in dollars 

6.6A 



6.51 

6.?2 
5.85 

i 

7.05 
6.70 
6.92 



Table|\ 85i, 
Staff Cost| Calculations for Tasks 
San Jose' 



Reference Int^^view 

Originating Library 
Preparation 

DIALOc'Library 
PregaratioT^ * 

Seartfh ' • . * , 

DIALOG Library 
Follow-up • . ^ 

Originating. Library 
F#lLlow-up 

iFolLow-*up with 
Patron ^ / 

; c ■ - ■ ' 



Mean . Time * 
♦In 'minutes 

13.87 

10.00 " , 

15.38 ^ 
13.21 , 

10.17 '.| , 

' ' ' .3 

' I 
9.00 V' 



Mean Cost 
in dollars' 

U56 / 



1.06 

/ 

' 1.69 i' 
V 

1.50 
1.10 

1.05- 



Cost/Ho'ur 
in dollars 

6.75 



6.36 



6.A9 



7.00 



r 



; -J 



-Tane , 



8^ 



Staff Cost Calculations for Tasks 
Pa'y period ^ 



*Free Period 



^ Task Time*' , Cost in ' Cosf/Hour f Mean Task Cost In. ' Gost/Hotir 



Reference Interview 15.87 



00 



, Originating Library 
Preparation , 

. MALOG Lil?rary 
Preparation 

• SearcH 



DIALOG Library 
i Fdllow-up y 

Originating Library 
Pollow-up 

Follow-«p wltlK 
Patron 



in minutes, dollars in dollars ! ^ TimV 

6.50 ^ ! I'ois^O 



dollars inXdollars t . 



15-45 

i 



1.72 

P 

' 1^6 




1.93 
1.74 

-»1.53* 

■ 1.-21 



6. .45 ! .lfi.65 

! . , 

".' 'l 

.6.49 • ' ! 10.48 

.6.55 ,1 22.72 

6.48 ! li2.21 

. . • 

-6.70 ; 1 1U48 



6.73.' r .7.61 / ■*>81 
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AVERAGE COST -OF ONLINE 



-^1 



SEAR^ ELEMENTS 




SEARCH^ SHOWII^G FREE AND PAY^VeRIODS 

%casT^ probab;luy^ weiqhted • 

($) /M)F SEARCH COST* ($) 

'elements • ' r> 



TIME 
. (MIN5 . 

— 



* . ' Free ¥ay Free, .Pay> \ 

•Reference Interview" 10>r a6 \ l.\2 ^ 1.72 ^ 0*72 " 

• with Patron ' . r > * . ' 



Originating 'Library 
Preparation Time' 18 



15:5 1.P6 - 1.66 ' O.Ll 



DIALOG LibrVy . 

Preparation Time LO'"' 18 



Online ReCrieval 
Service Cost 

Printing ol^, CiJ;ations 

Salary^ Cost for"" 
Onl^Q Time 

Follow-up Time 

for DIALOG Library 12 

Foil6w-up Time For 
. Originating -Library 11 

Follow-up with* 

Patron ^ 8 



Free ■ , Pay 
0-.81 1.24 

^ 0.22 ■ 0.18 

0.57 l.OA 

17.35 '11.60 
8'. 83. 10.87 0.67(free) 5.92^ 8.91" 



l..t)6 1.93 0.5A 



23 1>6' 17.35 11.60 • 1.0 



0.82,(pay) ' 



lA 



2.4'3 f r.74 1.0 • 

9 

1.26 ' 1.53 * 0.7A 



2. A3 - 1.7^ 



.0.93 -^l^^ 



. 1.08 ^*^1.21'. 0.1-0 

i 

0.81-' . if 15' 0.42 



0.34 '-0.A8 



28,68 -36:A4 ■'. 



0^. 



* Not .all elements are used for each 'search, and therefore a we^ghteo* cost*"is' 



.used. 
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Figure I . ► 

AVERAGEnCbST OF ONLINE SEARCH FOR FREE -AND P^Y PERIODS 
30 (in dollars) • \ 
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Elapsed Time ' . » 

The time required to process, a search was compared between the free 
and~the pay period to see ii the process was more efficiently performed 
when the u^er was paying for the search. There is strong evidence that a 
considerable reduction in total processing -time did take place. During the 
free period, the elapsed time from performance of the reference interview 
to cpSpletion of the follow-up with the patron was 7.8 da^ys. The av^erage 
'^during, t^e sampled searches in the ^ay period wa§^^'4*4 days, for a 44 
percent fdducj:ion.* This reduction may be due to' the integra*tion af the 
DIALOG procedures into other library activities, a more experienced " ^ 
staff during the pay period, as 'well as p.erhaps some reduction of search'* ' 
demand during th^ pay period, whicih tio doubt helped reduce backlog problems 
considerably. * / ' 

, ■ • / . ■ ■ ) 

Table 10 summarizes ■ the tot'al tim^ required to process search^requests 
for the free and the pay period/ by i library. "Petween the free and .pay ' 
period, a larg^ reduction in the el^6ed time took place between the time*a 
search request^ was made in, 4 refer6nc^ interview and^the actual ' search was 
performed. During the free period this process required 4.9 Jays while in 
the pay period it took 2.1 days. The large number of dia^g required for San • 
Mateo County process requests reflects the geographic dispersioii of 
their branch structure and also /the relatively small numbe-r of searches per- 
formed by theml \ ' ^ 
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Period 



Redwox5d 
City 




/ . Table 10 

Elap^d Time to Pr6cess^ a 'Search Request 
(iiv calendar days) 



Mean Elapsed Time, Pay Period ^ 



Santa Clara San Mateo San Jose 
County County piiblic 



Ref erenoi 
Interview to 

Online Search* 1.1 

I 

Onlipef Search 
to Patron . - 
FolldWup * 3.0 

Tot/l Time 
in y(system 



2.6 



3.0 



4.9 



6.5 

5.6 
'1A.7 



Nate: times are not additive 



1-3. 



3.3 



6.8 



\ 



All 



Mean *^ 
Elapsed 
Time, Free 
Period 

All 



Libraries Libraries 



2.1 



3. A 



7.8 



4.9 



4.0 
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.COMPARISONS BETWEEN UIBRARAES * 

The discussion to^this point* has dealt with the first hypothesis, that 
within a given library tHe variables differ between the, freehand the pay - 
periods. We also tested whether the libraries differed^ significantly /from 
pne another during the two periods.. . ' * ^ 

• A series of ^patrwise contrasts was performed on the data for each 
period, using the mean values for each library for the time ancf cost 
variables. Ea'oh pair of -libraries' values for each of seven major variables 
within each, of two periods, was compared. * 

.^The resullrfe^, rep6rted' in Table. 11, indicate^ a grea'ter conformity among 
the libraries (Airing the pay period th^n during the • free period, fable llju^ 
reports the sighificant'^contrasts, between , all possible pairs o^ librar^Sb^ 
during the free peribd.. For example, 'Redwood City and Santa Clara -CounTy 
proved to l^e'significantly different in their free period values for 
reference interview time, time at terminal. Dialog library follow-up *time,\ 
total time for a^ search-related activities, and total cost of the search.* 
Ov^erall, 21 to^A2 tested comparisons proved s^ignif icant . • * 

, , Table lib repeats the analysis for the pay peiriod data. Only 12#(5f the 
tested differences proved significant. ' . • • 

Since the major single difference between the 'two peribds was the 
institution of user fees^ it a'^pears that the great change in the number of 
significant contrasts from the free period to the pay is pr6bably,due in 
part to those** fees. Since the movement from one year to another is in the 
direction of greater conformity among the libraries,^ it is^possible that, ' 
thi9 conformity re^presents^lt movement toward some optimal state. It has 
been shown t^t with the institution of\ user f^es the searcher^ ^^patently 
tri^d to eliminate unnecessary cost to^^^the patron by reducing on-line time 
^4njr increasing i)ff-line time, it is possible |;hat/this increasing conformity 
represents -the ;same tfren^ toward eliminating unnecessary identifiable 
costs./men' the service w^s^ f r^^ the searcher was at liberty to experiment 
With 'the service, to try different approaches to the same question,' and 
gejfieraliy v<^Vy the search procedure. With tho. intro'duction^ of search fees-> 
and j:he accompanying pressure on the searcher \o perform effectively at the 
terminal, this varialfion and experinjentation was no longer po.ssible. » 

The data^ isTnot persuasive enough to allow any inferences about' 
what this optimal level, might be. But the greater similarity among' the 
libraries tested argues for a greater generalizabillty of the result frop 
these- sample libraries to other libraries-^. Another library considering -r , 
instituting such a service can be encouraged by the ^similarity of, the/ 
values among these libraries despite their different populations, 'organi- 
zational structures, and means of advertising *the sea*rch. service* to potential 
users. This leads one to believe that the results are of^some value in ~* 
predicting the influence of instituting on-liqe searching i^ another ' 
library. . ' , '^Z " • ' 

/ . ' - -.v ' ' _ . . 




^ble 11 



Library 



J ■ . • 

j[ Significant* Differences Between ^ 
Libraries for ^Selected Search Variables 

Table Ua 



Santa Clai 



Fr^e Period 
' ; Library ^ 
San Mateo" 



San Jose 



Redwood City 



Santa 'Clara 



San Mat^o 



RI,ST, DF, 
TT, TC 



St, df,' . 

TT, TC 
RI, ST, TC 



ST, TT 



RI, DF, F, ^ 
TT 

ST, DF, TC 



Lijorary 



Redwood City 



Santa *Clara 



* Table ^ lib 
• Pay Veriod 

Libtary 

Santa Clalra 'Sa'n'Mateo San Jose 



.^I, DP, TT 



RI, Dp, DF, 
' TT, TC' • 
ST, DF, TC 

4 • 



Nplte: The symbols 'for the variables are defined a&f follows: 81) KfyReferetice 
Interview time, (2) DP-Dialog Library Preparation time, (3)' ST-Search. Time . 
at terminal, CA) DF-Dialog Libra'ry Fol'low-up Time, (5) F^FcMlow-Up Timfe ^ ^ 
.with Patron, (6) TT-Total time for all search and search pelated ta^ks,'(7)' 
TC-Total* Cost oiE 'Search < , '^^ , * 
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SimMARl AND CONCLUSIOfJS 



This, paper has ex-tended the analysis of a previous paper which ' ' 
de^lt with free online ■. service by investigating the- costs during a pay 
period and statistically compaTin^ the pay' and free periods,. We tested t^o 
hypotheses concerning (ij differences in the time and cost variable* " 
between the free and pay periods, "and (2) differences in time and cost 
variables between pairs of libraries. 

Concerning the first hypothesis, it was 'found that the priWry 
effect -of search fees is- a slight intrease in st^f f cost (approximately 
$.50 per search), and. a decrease of $5.75 pei; search in retrieval service' 
Xost, and an increase of $2,99 in citation printing. This results in an 
ov^-all decrease in co'st of search from $28.'68 to $26.4,4 in going .from free 
to, pay service. . ■ • • . ^ 

Concerning- thte second hypothesis ,, it wa^^.found tha'C there J.s greater 
c<informity between', pairs o^ libraries in the pay period than "in the free' 
^period.. Another library considering online saaroh can be encouraged by the 
similarity of the values amo|| these libraries despite • their different 
populations, organizational structures, etc. The time and cost results 
should therefore be of value in predicting the e/fect of instituting onllrie 
search in another library. . , ' • t . » • 



/ 
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^ APPENDIX A . — 

STATISTICAL TESTS ' ' • ' ' * 

Comparisons of trie means for the various* hyotheses were per-fo'rmed - 
using contrasts. Tp^form a contrast, the inittal ol^servatlons of one 
search variable are recorded. The variable may be'the time of cost, of a 
reference interview, sea^rch^ prepara^tion, or ' follow-up; or the total time 
for ^ search, the total number of off-line prints, or the data base connect 
changes. Define X ' as the observed value for a^. variable for library L • 
' LPSO' / . ' - 

time period P (where the period is either the free or the pay period), 
staff member S,' and obs§rvation 0. * * ' * » " ' 

\j « There are usually multip-le observations of a variable for a*particular 
staff member,* and the mean of these n 'ofcservatibns is -given by 

• • LPS. ' ^ 

LPS,* 0^ LPSO LPS. ^ . • 

o 

and' the standarcf^ devi ation by " , ^ » ^ 



LFS» LPSO LPS. ^ 

I,PS. * ^ . ' H 

The mean of k variable X £qr"library L during time period P is given by - ' 

X = S LPS. LPS. 



• LP V n , 

S LPS. 

This is simjJly the weighted ayerage of each staff member^'s mean value £pr the 
varaible. Similarly, the standard error of the, mean is given by 

2' * . , ' - 
, • ' S^*_ = '/n. S ' ' ' ' 

(X S LPS.* LPS. , , ' ' 

LP.. ' ,2 ' ^ 

2:<n ) 

*. . LPS. ^ ^ 

and the number of observation is ^ * * . ^ * * 

LP S . LPS . 

To compute the confidence interval foi: a contrast, (say^ th^ difference 
between th^ pay and free period values for a variable for, library 1) x 
vthe following is used: * j , / 

X -X' - .t * SE _ ^ _ \ 
U - • ' 12. . ^ DUNN (X X V ) • . 

■> • "104 " ' ' / 

97 / 



where the" standard error (S€) 'is defi'njd as ' ^ . , * 

SE _ • _ , " ■ . 12' 2 . 

(X ' - X ^) = iSE_ ^ - SE_ ^ . • ' 

11. . 12.'. . 'I X " X • 

^ '1 ■ 11.'-'. 12.-. ■ 

and the value of t ' is given in -a standard table (A, p. 55l).. 
DUNN ' * - ^ 

The appopriate value of thfe Dunn coefficient depends on n4ie number 
'of error degrees of freedom, the nionber of comparisons made, ^nd t,he 
alpha level used. All t.ests-were made at alpha = 0^0^ per family of 
contrasts". The number of error degrees of 'freedom was assumed to be 
infinite. For comparison of the free versus the .pay period, *four ^ ^ 
conxrasts warp calculated (one for each library) and • the Dunn value used 
was 2 •SO. Comparisons of the libraries .fdr the combined period involved, 
six contrasts (four libraries, compared two at a tatue) and the Dunn 
coefficfent: was 7.6A. Comparisons of paii^-of libraries for' the pay * 
period (and then, the free period) involved twelve^contr^sts. The Dunn 
value used as 2.86 (interpolated). ^ 

^ ^ ^ 
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A STUDY OF REPEAT USERS 



Repeat users are chose individuals who requested 'more than one search 
during the pro*ject . , Thex provide an interest^ing group to stu^y , since^ they 
obviously valued the' ae^rch' service enough^ to use it on^more than one 
occasion. The repeat u'sers were studied in three 'substudie's. Th^' first , 
analyzed existing ^documents (search requests and followup^ from* the first 
two years of the study) . The second substudy was based on an additional < 
followup questionnaire s^ent to year > I and 2 repeat users ^during the third 
year ^ of the study. The, third substudy was aVl^analy^is o£ the search request 
forms from' the thl-rd y6ar of the st^idy.. 

'The resiilts reported here ar^S frpra all three substudies? Sections 
drawing on data from only years I and 2 are identified. 

^ Repeat usees are a significant per-centage of all users. . > , 



// oT searches* 

of repeat users ^ 
^ of searches re- 
quested *by fepeat users 
total' # of users 
repeat/total 'users 



This data shows^hat repeat u 
It also sugge'sts^, however, that t 
demographics and other data — part 
beii>g counted more than onca. 



Year I 


= Year II 


Year III 


\ / Total . 


1236'. . 


•j6U 


326 


■ 1573 


206 




28 


^^2 


"536 


215 


.78 . *• 


829 '! 


906 


• A93 


286 


16A6 


23% 


20t 


.9% • , .' 


18% 



sage^dropped as the user charges increased. 
h^,repeat usfers might have biased th^ user 
icularly during the first two y^ars — by 

• •■■ ■ ■ ■ 




Looking across the three yea 

Repeat u^ers requeued 

Repeat users 'reque'^ted 

Repeat u^ers requested 

Repeat ^ users re^quested 

Repeat users requested. 

Repeat users requested- 

Repeat users requested 



rs: 



'139 
49 
21 

.^39 
22 
7 
5 



searches only in* Year 1 

se'arches only in Year 2 

searches only in J^ar 3 

searches only^in'iears 1 ancl 2 

searches ojnly in Years 2 and ^3* 

searches only in. Years 1 afid 3 

searches in all thr»a years; 



* Number of ^searchers taken fronj^ajch request forms, rather than command summary 
sheets. (During the. first and second/ year of 'the study the number of command 
summary sheets exceeded the number of/ search request forms filed.) 
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^"Regular" users who stopped searching ^fter fees were imposed are* 
also interesting because they form a potential customer' base for a tax- 
supported or^ subsidized service* Apparently theyT^und the service of 
sufficient value to return to u^e It again, although *chey 4id not continue 
to use it once fees were imposed. Many^ of the one-time", only iiseris indicated 
^ that they ^ would use a DIALIB service several times a year, but the ^regulars' 
/actually^(iid use the service more than once. *The novelty of on-line 
searching raay have ^been the motivation for many of the -one-time users * 
* • . * * * • 

^ The unspoken assumption of the aj^ove is that repeat us'e of DIALIB is 
e<(uated wli:Ji greater satisfaction- with, DIALIB. To m^asulre this, we compared 
various measures pf sacisfaction, as returned by the users on 'the follow-up 
questionnaires between one-tinje users^and repeat: users* in Years 1 and 2. 
Percentages of requestors reporting major, considerable, minor or.no value * 
to the searches conciucted for. -them aVe shown for the two groups. It i^ 
apparent that'repeat users indicated .greater ^atisfacticm with the value of 
tK e* Search. . . . . . „ 



Major Value . 
Considerable Value ^ 
Minor Value 
No Value 



Repeaters 

28% 
5 2°< 

3% 



Or\e-^Tiners 

. , 22% . 
41% 

2a% 



Follow-up Questionnaires Returned by Repeat U&ers^ 

TheVe. were 209 follow-up ^questionnaires returned by repeat user^* in 
Ye^ars^ I and 2. The total number of individuals ret?urning one or more 
questionnaires was 147.^ This represent-s; *a 5-6 percent .response ^fiTom the 
264 re^^eater's — higher than the 33 pej:cent> r,esp@nse r4te overall* Presumably,' 
.'because of their 'higher satisfaction with their searches ' and*- their, status 
"as '''regulars'*^' this group ♦was more wfLlin'g to help out^by returning the 
questionaaires. Also, they were mailed one questionnaire per sear^, -so. 
that they had more opportunity and encouragefhetit to return at least one of 
the questionrfaires. they received. In- fact, only -24 of ' the 183 repeat irsers 
returning questionnaires* returned one for eafch search performed. * 1^ 

Number 6f Searches Condupted by Each Repeat Oser* * ' */ 



The number of searches conducted are 'as folJ^pws; 



1 332 'user(s)' conducted 1 search(es) 



193 
'55^ 
. 22 
' 12 



. 2- 
\/3 
- 4 
5 
6 



of* the 264 repeat users 'in- Years 1 and 2, the really signif*icant'^ones 
are those. who requested searches at time intervals of greater than one 
month. - Searches at sudh interval^ indicate a continuing interest, rather 
than the slightly extended one-time shot of a group of searches conducted 
on the same day or separated by only a week or two. This gi;oup ,of "high- , 
interest" repeaters numbers numbers 103, tjr 39 percent of the total. Th^ 
least interesting group»of re{>eat psers are those who" conducted a group of 
searches on the sane day. There are 37 ^uch users or 14 percent .of the 
total'. The other 4 7 perc*erft conducted th^lr searches within a maximum 
intjerval of 60 days. Presumably, s'earches on one day or within a' fairly 
short* span of time could have been students, working on a term paper or 
thesis', who submitted a number of requests based on a single topic of 
interest. When their need i/as satisfied, they did not continue to us,e the 



^etvicfe. 
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The Intermediary 



The^ librai:ian, in conducting a searcU, is acting as an intermediary 
between the client and the resource (the data bases). ^There Is yet another 
kinci of intermediary th^t Vas" Involved in the DIALIB project — the" person 
whp -submitted requests from many users. This person was often employed as a 
company librarian. Also in the category of intermediaries we could place 
(consultants, who aTS-u^o 1 1 e c t i n g information for the use ol their • clients , 
anil reseatrchflirs . ^ We surmise chat these Intermediaries (clas^sified as 

.librarians, consultants and- reseaf chers> who deal in information for a 
living, will mafe^ up a large pagft of the group of repeat users. These . 
people may be a good customer base for a public library^ retrieval service. 
On the ather hand, if^they are- in th*6- "for-profit" sector, why should they 

^not subscribe^direc tly to an online service , r.ather than use the *tax~ 
supported "'free" public Tibirary? . / ' , / " * 



The numbe.r and. percentage of repeat 'users during Years L and 2 
classified as , intermediaries is shown for number of searchl^s conducted 
below: . / * _J , 

33^, of people conducting 7 searches were intermediaries 



20% 
44% 
19% 
22% 
15% 



6 
5. 
4 

'3 
2- 



A*second' followup questionnaire was mailed out' to three groups of 
repeat users. Group I consisted *of indivi'duals who used the search service 
more than once during the freg period, but did not continue to use th^ 
service w|ien par'tial fees were charged; Group II was made up of U3ers of» 
the Cupertino and Redwood City libraries who requested searches in Year IJ 
and/or jln Year I. Group III included indiM<3uals who requested searches in 
Year II and/or in Year I from the San Jose and San Mateo libraries. 
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The sample sizes and' response rates, were: 
* * * Mailed * ^. Returned 



Group 'l 
Group II 
Group III 



124 
29, 



53 

•22, 
12 ^ 



. % 

43% 
39% 
41% 



Overall, there were 87 responses but of 2 10 '"queries, or a response rate of 
41 percent.* ^ ^ ■ - \ ^. 

Thfe first question we posed to the repeat users was "Have you had 

occasion to use an online search service since the last time you used 

lALOG in the pub^c library?" The answers are suiamarized in the following 
chart: ^ , 



Group. I 
Group II 
Group III 



Responded 

53 
. 22 
12 



Have Used 

11 
7 
2 



^ Have Not Used 

42 ; 

15 
10 



Access Points to Online Searching 

• . '~ , 

F6r the smaller group of users (20 respondents or 23 percent of the 
total) who d-id continue using a search service, 6 respondents used the^ San 
Jose Public Library-. 

The access point mdst frequently used^insj^gad' of tlie^ public library was 
another technical or. special* library. Those cited mos-t often were: 



Library 



W of Users 



Stanford University 

University of California", Berkeley 

NASA AMES / 

Naval Environmental Prediction 
Research Facility Library 
^ California 'State^ Library- 



* Of the 210 questionnaires ori^ginally mailed, 33 wej^e returned "addressee 
unknown", a not surprising result as in some cases our addresses were 
nearly three years old. Subtracting these 33 from the original 210 leaves 
a corrected satople of 177; with 87 respon^ses, we have a response rate-of 
49 percent* 
1 
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The second most frequently,, used access pdint was in in-house system, 
cited by seven respondents. Other access points included SMERC contracts 
and WESRAC in Los Angeles. • . 

ThB advantages cited for these access points over the public library 
were cost (frequently, these services were free to the individual user), 
convenience ("more convenient for work-related purposes" ; "need for more 
frequent access") and in one 4i^e, the opportunity for one skilled user to 
conduct her own searcljes. *' ^ ^ - 

Reasons for Failure to Use a Search- Service , ^ ^ 



\ 



The most often-cited reason for non-use of seafch services has bfeen, 
"no need". Users indicated, for example, that they finished their theses, 
graduated, or completed tlieir research project. (39 respondents) \ 

The second most frequently cited reason was the expense, or "cost per 
unit of satisfaction" as *one user put it. V c 

A third reason was the ^rceived inconvenience or inadequacy of the 
service, including the feeling that library personnel should have been , . 
better trained, and the difficulty of locating full text of retrieved 
ci^tations. (6 respondents) As oj^e usei^Vput it: 

"Your- average customer doesn't know wjat the hell to do with a bib. 
list 'Or abstra«:ts. ,YauT& A.C. wants to know what's happening — no.t 
where to go to find out about where to go> etc., etc.' 

One user felt coverage wasn't complete; another user indicated that to 
be comprehensive in his field, the data* base would have needed to cqvei) the 
last 15 years, rather than the past A. One user cited the unavailability 
of GEO-REF, the data base used most ftften by his particular company. ^ 

- A fourth reason for non-iise of search services was the feeling that 
manu/il searches were, .for most purposes, .a good substitute for the compu- 
ter-assisted^ search. Manual searches of ERIC, for example) were found to 
be as convenient as computer searches of the , ERIC data base.. One user 
commented that , : ^ ^ 

"han'd searches s^till provide the best approach as Searchers , can delete 
or add ^suitable key words as progress is -made.^' ' ■ 

• ^ f 

(This can of course ^e done in an online search, the resjpondent obvlousiy 
was unaware of this.^ ^ ^ , i 
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Two users (fr<i)m , Group II) .indicated- that \they have not used another * 
search service because of-^*^lack of knowledge of avaflable resources." 
Presumably, had they known where to, go to obtain search services, they 
would have ^made us,e of then. 

Overwhelmingly, however, the response was "no need". Users of a search 
service appear tp be mo^i-vat^ed, usually, by ^ one^tiVie not often recurring 
need * ^ 'V " * * ' 

Price RHnges ' I ^ * ^ 

^ We asked users to^ estimate a price range "that they night be willing* to 
pay for an onlln^ search". Figures 1 and 2 'show the high and low end of' 
the prices' estimated. At the extremities, some respondents indicated that 
an online search was of no value to them; others suggested pi^ice ranges 
ex^iending up to <^10{)0. The estimates did not vary widely fton group to 
group, although thei;e was a slight tendency for groups II and III to 
, suggest higher price ranges. The most interesting* result is that the 
repeat users of Croup I, users of the "free" sejvice in Year I of the 
niALIB experiment, do i^idicate a willingness to pay for online search- 
ing should they have a need for it ^in th^ future. • 

In answer to the question "under what circunstances would you be • - 
willing to go above the cost limi^ts you described" nost users stressed the 
la<;k of a guarantee that they will be satisfied in th'e results of the 
search* They do not krjow. a priori how valuable the result^^of a search will 
be to them, but must wait until the print-outs are' in hand, and the source, 
documents collected. Und^er^jj^eie" circunstances , nost users are unwlj.ling 
to pay a high price fcjr sitof/ffflh infoi^mation of uncertain value. 

^ ^^One user indicated that he would pay more if there was a guarantee on 

)the easeof finding documents. Another user indicated that, although she 
^was basmally happy with DIALOG, she^wouFd value it more if it provided 
more comprehensive coverage of the journals she w^s intetested in. She 
characterized herself as ^.multidisciplinary . I Vork in the grey ar'ea 
between two disciplines." 

^- V . - • . 

Host users indicated that if ^they coul4 pass on costs to a business, 

research grant, client, etc.*, they would be more able and willing "to pay 
fiigher costs than they would* as individuals. 

Cost Options ' ^ . , ^ 

There was universal agreement among our respondents that the public 
library was an appropriate place^ to offer online searching. Suggested 
financing options were more varied- * Only 9. respondents in Group I, the 
"free" service users, advocated a continuation of free searching paid for 
out of the library's budget. One of t^e 9 commented,' "We get to use ^ 
encyclopedias just by paying our taxes." Interestingly, sixteen member's of 
this group suggested that it would be appropriate for users to pay full 
charges. Overall, 3^0 respondents, or 3A% of the total,, advocated full , ' 
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charges to users, 15 or 17 percent advo^at^d library-supported service, and 
26 or^*30 percent suggested, some combination of u^er charges and library 
st^pport . * ' . ^ * > . * 

A variety s>f cost iasuefe were raised by us^rs. We Tist some 'of 
them here: ' /\ ; . ' ^ ^ * ^ ^ 

1. Several users suggested pay -scales geared to the user's ability to pay. 
Many users, in all probability student^ themseyives , suggested free searches 
for stUdents.^"Give students a break!" More generally, it was felt there 
should ^e "grantfe for special group>,s,who are^dnable to pay". 

2. A sharing arrangement was* suggested in several -cases whereby users 
woulJ^pay direct costs and libraries would pay indirect costs. Individual 
suggestions were as follows: . ^ , ^ 

(a) "patron to pay for operator's time (or. a charge to offset some- of 

the costs). Library to contract for 'data base' as its 'service' 
a^ it prov^id^s, information ^via books -as a service"' 

(b) "combination of library support of staff time and patron svippott 

of^n-line, printout costs" / ^ / 

(c) "since it is difficult in most public libraries to determine 'full 

charges' (overhead, etc. ) it weuld seem appropriate that the' 
patron pay all direct 'charges ^nd ascertain percentage of what 
the library could determine as indirect. * • 

(d) patron^should pay all costs above. • ."tlie charge for just bel^ 
hooked on". * ' * \ * . 

3* Even if- the servlcfes were^ree, many users, felt that a nominal fee 
shpuld be charged to prevent abuse or frivolous. u^es of the service. 

r ■ 

4. Alternative pricing methods, such as substriptiqri rates, flat fees, arid 
ftee searches but a charge, for documents were, suggested. 

5* One user suggested a combination of use^ charges and library support 



"d^ependent ,upon the putpose of search — a st.udeQt sliould do his" 
own r^earch or be willing to pay for 'it; a' prof essional or private 
citizen should pay at least half; an employee of a public* agency, who 

^^^^eds information for his work should be able' to obtain it quickly, * 
ideally, as a courtesy ,. not to be abused — and, a.t ' least, with some 
billing arrangement set up between the library and agency." 

This user goes* on to explain why their organization no longer uses DIALOG: 

i 

"When we used DIALOG it was through Cupertino Library in, the County 
system. Since we are a county agency/ there was no charge for the 
ser>/ice.^ Now we^ would have to^'pay c'dsh, which is a very difficult' 
and time-consuming procedure in our department. (We are not set up 
for billing or prepayment* of 4:he exact tcbst.) To date, none of our 
^staff has requested searches of sufficient depth and complexity to 
make the result worth the cost And effort." ' - - 



6. Sev.eral users stressed that they felt businesses should^ pay to use 
online searching, %s. it saves them the cost of contracting ^or the service 
themselves. 

Personal Comments ^ / 



, Overal-l, icommehts and reactions from these users of t^o /to three years 
ago were highly favorable. DIALOG was praised as: 

^ ** If * ^ • '11/ * 

- atv excellent service for individuals, students, researchers or even 

small companies, that do not ^ant^ the expense of tralfning staff and 

• exp^ense of buying manuals, etc., and have occasic/rta/ need for an ^ 

online search." 



DIALC 



Log in tfte public ^'library Vre^lects advanQ^eraent 
so(fiety and the attempt of the library, to keep up w; 
well on the library's ability to keep Up with what' 
technical society". "With the ever increasing volui^e 
must be reviewed, a service ^like this is a IfijST fo 
system". ' ' ^ » ^ ' 



e highly technical < 
th//it"; It, "reflects 
ing on in our highly' 
f information that , 
n up aitd ccfming library 



On the negative side, sora€^ users indicated tnat the service was too 
expensive, that it should havljjeen advertised mor'e^ that the libr^y 
personnel were not up tq the demands of online searching, and that /the data 
bases themselves were not suf f ic^en^tly comprehetysive. 

* <* - . / -.'"'Y — :j 



Conclusions 



It would appear that there is a small^ base^of -individuals who will use 
the online search services of a public library quite 'frequently . It appears 
that they do so for botli convenience and economic factors. Among these 
repeat users are librarians and research supp9rt st^ff from many small and 
mediupi sized high technology fihns. 

Although . repeat users indicate .thdt the/y do not object to the cost of the 
online s'earch, service usage drbpped as the/ cost increased. Also, the clients 
ppeared to become more crit,ical as the C'ost increased. 

, It* appears that these repeat users were generally quite ^sophisticated 
information users. They want information service and are willing to pay for.it 
However, they demand high quality and accuracy. If the library is .unable to " 
meet the demands of these clients, it -seems cle^r they will obtain access to 
online search services elsewhere. ' * ' * 
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Ftg. I. Cost that users are willing to pay for an online sea,rch (high end) 
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"J Fig. 2.^*^ost users are willing to pay for an online sear,ch (low end) 
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Lo^ral* vs * *>Ietwork Searching 



*,One question*^f recjuently raised during, the three year? of the-niALIB ^ 
.project was the possibility of problem^ ajrisinj^ when clients 'did not deal/ 
Mirectly with th^ .searching library, but submitted their .requests thrQu<>K a 
branch library- Under /th,is system the client dealt with a hr'anch "librarian ' 
' . vJhx) forwarded the search request to a central locatipn for searching. 

'Tb.ere was some concern that such indirect access might have an adverse 
^'.^Bfipact on tlfe client's satisfaction because of time delays an^' lack of 

direct contact wit^h the searcher. This is an important copcern since library 
networks are becoming more common and may prove an economical and effective 
% * • means for providing access to online searching^ 

The San >lateo County Library received requests both directly,, from 
* **walk in*' clients, and indirectly 'frc^ branch libraries- A study was 
* conducted .to compare the responses of clients receiving search services in. 
the tw9 m6des during the first two years- of the project. The library 
handle d a to^al of 165 , indirect requests compared to 131 direct requests. 
Of the"- 296 reqiiests, 49 f611owup questianaires were returned, by each 
group. ' . ^ ^ ^ • . . ' 

Indirect requests were received from the following branches and 
organizations: X * \ ' ^ 

:f Brafnch or Organigation * of Requests 

Public Health and Welfare (San Mateo^Cty.) 5Z — ^ 

• ^+ 



Acherton (Branch) 

Belmont (Branch) 

Woods ide (Branch) *' . 

Foster €ity (Branch) / 

CSC, ^Stanislaus (outside org-) 

VA Hospital (Palo Alto) 

San ?lateo (.City Lib«ry) 

Souch San Francisco (City Library) 

San;"Caplos (Branch) 

Millbrae (Branch)^ 

IJ'alf Moon Bay (Branch) 

All Others ^ ' • 

totXl 



45 ^ 
12 
10 
10 

7' 
^ 3 
3 ' 
3 

? 
2 

165 
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Comparison of the resportses to^ questions ^on the foliowup questionnaires 
Vevealed no significant differences between th^ two groups- The San Mateo 
library did take longer to .return search results to patroji^ than otKer o 
libraties 4.T\.the experiment* ij^ut it appeared be eqpally' slow in returning 
results to direct and indirect clients. " ^ 

Days to Receive Citations Indirect Requests Direct l^equests / 

1 • • K ' ^ \ ' 1 ^ ■ , ■ - 

2-7 • \ * -20 ' • s _ 

15-21 -8 , ^ l\ ^ 

22-42 • 6^ ■ . 2/. . 

53** ] ,48*'«%l ■. ^ , ' 

• ' ■ \- ' 

Perceived value of •^the se*&rcli)results" was roughly •similar4j€or the two ' 
groups V . 



Perceived Value I ndir ect Request 's D irect Requests 
f Major Value 

Considerable Value' ^ . 27 * *^ * 21 ^ , ' 

Minor Value - . 7 V * 14 • \ « 

no ^^alue • ^ . . •'^ \ ^ 5 ^ , \ 

No Response . \ ' f J ^ \ 

TOTALS ' , 49** L/ . 49** 



Discussion 



The San tla^teo library had the lowest search ^voiqae of all libraries 
participating in the DIALIB experiment. Th4 remote location of ♦ the library 
is at least partially responsible for the low volume of search^ requests', 
\ however it is interesting that Che volume from brane)^ libraries stayed so 
J low. The San Mateo searchers T?(bted that the branch libraries displayed 

little enthusiasm for the search service* ^Jhis coul<i be a rfe^ylt ot:. % - 

lack of outreach and education f ror» *the' searcK librafry, . - ^ 

- "ego!'- a desire to handle all requests in house, ^ 

. ' '* V 

limited ^staf.f ti^e, or . . , . * 

an acknowledgemorfit (or belief) that th^ data bases offered did not " 
*/ provide^th^ ki^ps of services the branch libraries (or tb^ir patrons) ^ 

vaated. I ^ ^ / ' - ' ^ X 

s , " ' : ' ' ■ ^ ) ' A ■ 

\ '*Dur4.ng Year 1, San -Jose and Santa Clara libraries , provided 90. *perceat of 

their patrons with search results i^ less than one week. Redwood City 65 * 
, percent' and San Mateo 52 percent. - . ' \ / 

**Dif ferences in totals are c'aused by respondents Listing time to receive 
search results* for more than one seatch or by no resonse.^ ^ ,^ J 
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